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Source no. Comment 
No. 

Agency/ 
Affiliation Commentor Doc/ Section Comment Code USACE Response 

CC Concur, change made in complete agreement with comment 

PC Partial concurrance, partial change/update made 

NC No change made; see response for justification 

NR No response required 

USEPA 1 USEPA 
4.5.1 
0.2.1, p. 
208 

...address the discrepancy between National 
Marine Fishery Service and USACE's 
findings regarding the occurrence of A. 
cervicornis within the study area. 

NC 
The figure in the EIS is correct; Please see Biological Opinion,  
mitigation plan and EFH consultation documents in EIS appendices for 
further clarification. 

USEPA 2 USEPA 
address NMFS findings the USACE 
estimates are too low, by approximately 8.16 
acres 

PC This is resolved in the recent EFH consultation documents 

USEPA 3 USEPA 

use the appropriate mapping scale to 
determine impacts associated with the 
proposed outer entrance channel deepening 
and widening 

NC 
Based on comments received on the Draft EIS, the bathymetry was 
updating using the 2013 LADS data provided by Broward County all of 
the impacts recalculated using the 2013 LADS. 

USEPA 4 USEPA 

The County appears to have demonstrated 
the importance ofthese coral resources by 
expending the necessary resources to 
appropriately characterize impacts 

NR 

USACE agrees that the coral resources offshore of Broward County are 
important, and based on that belief, USACE has expended hundreds of 
thousands of dollars on data gathering at Port Everglades since 1999 
for this project. 

USEPA 5 USEPA The proposed action represents a significant 
impact to the County/State's coral resources 

NR Yes, hence this EIS was undertaken pursuant to NEPA regulations. 

USEPA 6 USEPA 

several apparent hardbottom features were 
not depicted in the original 
2004 NSU maps made from the 2001 lidar 
survey data 

CC 
All reef/harbottom maps have been updated based on the 2013 LIDAR 
data. See EPA#3 

USEPA 7 USEPA 
offshore reefs within the proposed action's 
footprint be mapped at a 
finer scale 

PC 
All reef/harbottom maps have been updated based on the 2013 LIDAR 
data. See EPA#3 

USEPA 8 USEPA PC 
Not in agreemment, but USACE will mitigate for 10% of expected, any 
others will be mitigated after post-dredge surveys. See revised 
mitigation plan. 

USEPA 9 USEPA 

it is reasonably foreseeable for 
the confined blasting to fracture the 
hardbottom, existing corals and their 
substrate. The ultimate likely result is an 
unstable reef substrate. 

NC 
This is true for only the targeted area. Any unforseen impacts will be 
detected and compensated via mitigation. 
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USEPA 10 USEPA 

address NMFS concern regarding the draft's 
underestimation of cutterhead-dredge 
impacts within the outer entrance channel. 
NMFS estimates 19.31 acres ofpotential 
impacts compared to USACE's 17.31 acres 

NC 
Please see BO, mitigation plan and EFH consultation documents; 
additional detail regarding calculations is provided. 

USEPA 11 USEPA 

EPA recommends the final EIS provide 
coral/hard bottom impact information 
associated with the use of explosives and a 
mechanical excavator which is lacking in the 
draft 

NC 

That has always been included in all drafts. Please see Section 4.4.2; 
4.5.10.2.2 Direct Impacts...Mechanical: backhoe and clamshell are 
types of mechanical. Rock pre-treatment IS blasting, please see that 
section. 

USEPA 12 USEPA 4.3.2, p. 
173 

recommends the final EIS add a column to 
Table 18 NC 

Below-dredge-depth impacts are accounted for in the EIS and mitigation 
plan. Please see coral reef impact subsection in Section 4.0. USACE 
identifies 10% contingency ifor below-depth impacts. See Section 4.5.1 
0.2.2. Section 4.4.2.2, 
Section 2.9.1, Section 4.5.10.2.3 

USEPA 13 USEPA 

the final EIS discuss the appropriateness of 
using cutter head dredge, with its associated 
anchoring and cable operation in a sensitive 
coral reef area 

NC 

US ACE cannot dictate types of dredging equipment that 
a contractor may use (per the Competition in Contracting Act), so the 
potential remains for all of the potential contractors to propose to use a 
cutter head dredge with the traditional anchor cable configuration. 
USACE can only request the selected contractor implement an 
anchoring and vessel operation plan to effectively minimize anchor and 
cable impacts to hardbottom habitat through its Request for Proposal 
process, which will include incentives to encourage potential contractors 
to avoid reef impacts (Appendix E-2, Section 4.51, p. 12. Section 4.5.1 
0.2.2, p. 211.) Anchor and cable impacts are thoroughly discussed. 

USEPA 14 USEPA 3.3, p. 87 

the final EIS discuss potential reef impacts 
associated with dredge 
equipment when the 5 - 7 year dredging 
period is interrupted by storms 

NC 
When dredging is interrupted by storms, direct and indirect impacts to 
habitats and species will likewise be temporarily inteterrupted. 
Equipment is removed and will not damage reefs. 

USEPA 15 USEPA 

address NMFS concern for the proposed 
action's potential to 
create a gap or vacuum of sufficient 
dimension it prohibits floating coral fragments 
and larvae's ability to cross and land in 
suitable habitat to grow and reproduce 

NC 

See EFH correspondence. 4.5.10.2.2.."deepening of the entrance 
channel…etc." Based on analysis of existing population, USACE finds 
no likely effect. No literature indicates an issue related to this 
assumption. Not cited as issue in the BO 
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USEPA 16 USEPA 

the proposed deep and narrow channel may 
sweep larva out into the deeper waters or into 
the harbor, ultimately reducing the existing 
designated critical coral habitat's resiliency. 

NC 
see above. Not noted as an issue in the BO. Slower speeds in channel 
may result in more settlement. 

USEPA 17 USEPA 

EPA finds this characterization [0.006% 
removal of FLDCH for Acropora] does not 
adequately reflect the nature of the complex 
reef dynamics, these reefs exist near the 
northern limit of reef growth, nor appropriately 
characterize their value, both economically 
and ecologically. Moreover, it is inconsistent 
with the impact determinations and 
associated mitigation protocol. 

NR 

USEPA 18 USEPA 

P. iv. 
Section 
4.4.2.2, p. 
177. 
Section 
4.5.1 , p.l2. 
Section 
6.1, p. 22, 
Table 8, p. 
33, and 
Table II, p. 
37. 

The Executive Summary indicates 15.23 
acres.40 Direct dredging impacts 
are indicated to total 16.66 acres. 41 
Appendix E-2 refers to 16.64 acres. 42 While 
Appendix E refers to 15.17. 43 It is unclear 
where these numbers come from. It was 
stated without any discussion or explanation, 
the revised lower number of 15.17 resulted 
from 
engineering modifications and better 
mapping. 

PC The document and tables have been revised. 

USEPA 19 USEPA 

Appendix 
E-2, 
Section 
4.51, p. 
12. 

The discussion of impact scenario 2 is very 
confusing CC Mitigation plan has been revised 

USEPA 20 USEPA 

Appendix 
E, Section 
1.0, p. iv. 
Section 
3.6.2, p. Ill. 

no mapping protocols were provided 
to describe how the mapping was performed 

CC They have been provided. 

USEPA 21 USEPA 
3.7.2.13, 
p. 137 and 
p. 140 

Figure 59 cites the habitat maps but no 
discussion was provided to explain how the 
polygons were drawn, their criteria, or 
purpose 

CC It has now been provided. 
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USEPA 22 USEPA 

Appendix 
E, Section 
6.3.5, p. 
34, and 
Table 10, 
p. 35 

Appendix E is unclear whether the 
calculations were for a 57 or 59 foot depth 

CC The text has been updated. 

USEPA 23 USEPA 

Appendix 
E-2, 
Section 
4.5.1.1.1, 
pp. 13-15 

EPA recommends the final EIS discuss how it 
derived its Species specific impact as 
depicted in Tables 2-5 

NC Please see the benthic and fish study included in Appendix D 

USEPA 24 USEPA 

Section 
4.5.1 
0.2.2, p. 
211 

change the word "buffer" to different word 
because it is being to reference the 
cutterhead dredge anchor placement 

CC The text has been updated. 

USEPA 25 USEPA 

Appendix 
E-2, 
Section 
4.6, pp. 17-
21 

clarify the draft's position the USACE revised 
the reef impact amount based upon refined 
engineering analysis, higher resolution 
habitat maps, 
refined construction timelines to modified the 
project's duration, and indirect effects 
associated with vessel movements as a result 
of the economic analysis 

NC Correct. See Section 2.5 of the EIS 

USEPA 26 USEPA 
4.3.2, 
Table 18, 
p 173 

clarify the draft's seagrass impacts identified 
as 4.01 acres when it is our understanding 
the cumulative impacts associated with the 
Tentatively Selected Plan is approximately 
9.492 acres 

NC 9.492 is not correct. See EFH coordination and mitigation plan 

USEPA 27 USEPA 

4.3.2, 
Table 18, 
p 173. 
3.6.1.1, 
Figure 49, 
p. 101. 

clarify why the draft does not include: 
• The 1.06 acre of seagrass, and 
corresponding mitigation, National Marine 
Fisheries Service's identified in the outer 
entrance channel in its assessment area 
number 1.57 
• The 2.071 acres of seagrass, and 
corresponding mitigation, NMFS' identified in 
the harbor in its assessment area number 2 

NC 
We have updated the SAV map for offshore in the FEIS. SAV in Area 2 
is outside the impact footprint. 
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USEPA 28 USEPA 

EPA further recommends the seagrass 
impacts be re-considered consistent with 
NFMS determinations as supported by the 
corresponding State agency. EPA recognizes 
these entities to be the appropriate expertise 
in the science of fisheries and their 

NC 
See EFH coordination and mitigation plan. USACE will not compensate 
for non-existing seagrasses. A new survey will be performed prior to 
construction. 

associated habitats, i.e., seagrasses 

seagrass impacts be re-considered 
consistent with NFMS determinations as 

USEPA 29 USEPA 

supported by the corresponding State 
agency; clarify why the USACE's snapshot 
approach to assessing seagrass impacts is 
based upon the best available science and 
should be used over NMFS' cumulative cover 
approach, which NMFS' maintains is best 
supported by the available science. 

NC 

See EFH coordination and mitigation plan. USACE does not plan to 
mitigate for un-vegetated areas. As agreed to during development of the 
mitigation plan with NMFS, a new survey will be performed prior to 
construction and the grass coverage at that time shall determine the 
final amount of seagrass mitigation required for the project. 

USEPA 30 USEPA 8.11, p. 
138- FS 

how impact acres to mangrove and 
reeflhardbottom habitat were determined CC This is now included in the relevant imapact sections (Section 4.0) 

USEPA 31 USEPA 
4.7.1, p. 
221; 2.7.1, 
p. 44. 

clarify the draft's statement the USACE has 
determined that although no filling 
ofjurisdictional wetlands will occur as a part of 
the proposed action .... The draft EIS 
indicates the proposed installation of 
environmentally friendly bulkheads will 
impact jurisdictional wetlands 

NC 
Some wetland areas and seagrass habitats will be dredged, but they will 
not filled. The bulkhead will be installed to protect any sloughing of 
wetand soils and promote recruitment in the landward side. 

5 



 

 

The IEPR report provided with the EIS was a review of the baseline 
science reports in 2011. This Independent review was not tasked to 
address NEPA, the Clean Water Act or the Endangered Species Act. In 
the response to comments and concurrence sections of the final report - 
each comment was reviewed with the IEPR reviewer and it was 

USEPA 32 USEPA 

address its independent technical review 
panel concerns the draft does not address all 
the requirements of the Endangered Species 
Act, National Environmental Policy Act, and 
Water Resources Development Act. 

NC 

conveyed that the baseline science reports were not designed to serve 
in the role of the EIS under NEPA, nor were they designed to serve as 
documents for compliance with either the Clean Water Act nor the 
Endangered Species Act. Beginning on page 52 of the final report, each 
comment was addressed and the reviewer's determination regarding 
concurrence with USACE's response is provided. Specifically the 
responses detailed that these were baseline science reports and were 
designed to tell project planners what significant resources are in the 
project area, and then with that knowledge, the planner can develop a 
project that avoids, minimizes and mitigates for those resources.  Each 
of the comments was deemded closed for this report after the review 
was provided with the USACE response. A separate IEPR was 
conducted on the complete Feasibility Study and EIS in August 2013 
and the report and NEPA document were determined to be complete 
and compliant with USACE policy and regulation, as well as federal law 
including NEPA, the CWA and the ESA. 

USEPA 33 USEPA 

discuss port and beach renourishment 
projects located in the two adjoining coastal 
counties as part of the cumulative impact 
analysis. 

PC Please see Section 4.29.2 in the DEIS 

USEPA 34 USEPA 

discuss the sponsor's dredging of the turning 
notch and the Dania Canal Cutoff, which 
outside sources report started in July of2013 
as part of the cumulative impact analysis, 
including impacts upon the proposed 
mitigation bank, West Park Lake. 

PC 

The DCC south of the Port was not dredged by the port. The area which 
was dredged was south-west of the port, and was dredged by the 
Florida Inland Navigation District. The Port's 20 year master plan does 
not include any proposed deepening or widening for the DCC. It 
appears that the source of EPA's information was a news article which 
did not provide sufficient detail for EPA to gleen that this work was not 
part of the port. This dredging and the port's upcoming construction of 
the Turning Notch are included in the Cumulative Impact Assessment of 
the EIS 

USACE and NMFS have collaborated in preparing a hybrid mitigation 
plan, that is now the proposed mitigation action for the project and 
detailed in the mitigation plan in Appendix E. 

USEPA 35 USEPA 5.2.3, P. 
260 

"recommends the USACE further address the 
National Marine Fisheries Service's mitigation 
coral nursery proposal" 

PC 

Section the question remains as to whether the 
USEPA 36 USEPA 3.6.2, p. proposed action's impacts to coral reefs will NC USACE has concurrence on the mitigation plan from all agencies 

108. ever be appropriately mitigated 

USEPA 37 USEPA 
"a number of studies refute the 
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation and 
its purported equivalency to natural habitat" 

NC 
USACE disputes that these studies exist. Please cite. NMFS has agreed 
that 5 acres of boulder reef will be created 
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"PERG' s recommendation appears 
to be for a minimum advisable size of 12-15 

USEPA 38 USEPA 
PERG doc 
Section 
7.6, p. 25 

em colonies.However the draft indicated 
states one notable recommendation of P ERG 
that will be implemented is the transplantation 
of corals larger than 25 cm in diameter/ 
height to the mitigation site." 

CC 
Based on the lesson learned from the ongoing Miami Harbor project, 
USACE has modified the proposed project to include relocation of stony 
corals larger than 10 cm. 

USEPA 39 USEPA 

"...the transplanting of corals should be 
consistent with NFMS determinations as 
supported by the corresponding State 
agency. EPA recognizes these entities to be 
the appropriate expertise for addressing coral 
mitigation." 

PC 
The mitigation plan has been revised based on collaboration with NMFS 
to ensure that impacts to hardbottom and reef resources are sufficiently 
mitigated. 

USEPA 40 USEPA 

"address…[the] assumption they [boulder 
reefs] will reach 100 percent equivalency with 
natural coral 
reefs in 30 years." 

PC See revised HEA and mitigation plan. 

USEPA 41 USEPA 
Appendix 
E, Section 
1.0, p. iv. 

"the referenced OMB Circular [A-94] 
specifically exempts from its scope water 
resource projects. It does not prohibit the 
proposed action from the use of discount 
rates greater than "0." Nor does the guidance 
for the exempted water resource projects 
prohibit the use of discount rates.... [EPA] 
recommends some discount rate greater than 
0 percent be used..." 

NC 

Under Corps Regulations (ER 1105-2-100, Appendix E, Pg E-154), any 
mitigation plan developed for the Port Everglades Feasibility Study will 
be evaluated using a Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Analysis 
(CE/ICA). The regulations for CE/ICA require that the models utilized to 
determine benefits (or habitat recovery when assessing mitigation) not 
utilize a discount rate to be in compliance with the OMB guidance 
documents previously presented. The regulations for CE/ICA require 
that the models utilized to determine benefits (or habitat recovery when 
assessing mitigation) not value the same quality habitat less in the 
future than in the present. While the NOAA HEA utilizes a 3% discount 
rate, to abide by the OMB guidance for Federal water resources 
development projects and Corp's regulations for CE/ICA, the modified 
HEA prepared by the Corps does not utilize a discount rate and for the 
calculations, 0% will be used and will be referred to as the "modified 
HEA". The mitigation needs analysis performed by the Corps utilized 
the Visual HEA software package (Kohler and Dodge, 2006) method 
utilizing a 0% discount rate. 
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USEPA 42 USEPA 
Section 
5.2.2, p. 
259 

"The draft EIS indicates, without supporting 
data or studies, [t]he interval required to 
reach substantial functional productivity of 
this alternative is estimated to be 30-50 
years. And also states without supporting 
data or studies, its proposed mitigation will 
shorten this interval to 23-30 years. See: 
Section 5.2.2, p. 259." 

NC 
Supporting data and studies are cited in the appendices to the 
mitigation plan. 

"...recommends the discount rate should be 
re-considered consistent with NFMS 

USEPA 43 USEPA detenninations as supported by the 
corresponding State agency. EPA recognizes 
these entities to be the appropriate expertise 
for calculating the appropriate HEA." 

NC 
USACE must comply with national requirements regarding the use of 
discount rates as previously discussed in comment #41. 

USEPA 44 USEPA "USACE's underestimation of impact acreage 
to corals and hardbottom" 

PC USACE has included additoinal contingencies. See mitigation plan. 

USEPA 45 USEPA 

"discuss how the HEA input parameters were 
selected and whether agreed to by all 
parties,,,No justification has been provided in 
the draft to justify the actual parameters 
used." 

NC 
See revised HEA and mitigation plan. Details provided. HEA document 
discsses the history of input parameter inclusion. 

USEPA 46 USEPA 

Appendix 
E, Section 
6.3.4, p. 
34, and 
draft EIS, 
Section 
5.2.2, p. 
258 

"recommends the final EIS identify 
appropriate compensatory mitigation for the 
"best buy" mitigation plan as proposed 
should the transplant survival rate be lower 
than the perfonnance criteria value for the 
transplantation of stony coral colonies to 
boulder reefs or 
alternate locations." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

USEPA 47 USEPA 5.2.2, p. 
259 

"provide a scientific basis for the drafts' 
statement the transplantation of corals onto 
mitigation reefs will reduce the time to 
substantial functional productivity by as much 
as 20 years" 

NC See HEA, concurred by NMFS 
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"clarify the drafts' apparent double counting 
of mitigation credits for one action. According 
to the draft EIS, the total number of corals to 
be dredged 
is 100,744. Its cost estimate indicates the 

USEPA 48 USEPA Appendix 
E2 

relocation of up to 12,235 corals outside of 
the impact area to boulder- reef recovery 
areas, a 12% reduction in impact. EPA 
recommends this impact minimization 
measure be reflected in a corresponding 
reduction in compensatory mitigation 
requirements. It would be inappropriate to 
also grant compensatory mitigation credit to 
the boulder reef recovery areas receiving the 
coral transplants [Compensatory Mitigation 
for Losses of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule, 
40 CFR Part 230 (2008).]. The effect is 
getting credited twice for the same action." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

USEPA 49 USEPA 

"clarify...how it will be detennined that 100% 
equivalency of natural reef habitat has been 
achieved when it is expected take decades 
after boulder reef construction to achieve 100 

PC See HEA and revised mitigaiton plan, concurred by NMFS 

percent" 

USEPA 50 USEPA 

Appendix 
E-5, 
Monitoring 
Plan, p. 
19. 

"EPA believes it is unlikely in five years to 
achieve '7 5% of species found in the impact 
site shall be present in the mitigation site by 
the time of the completion of the monitoring 
period; and percent cover by the major 
groups of organisms in the mitigation site 
shall be no less that it was in the impact site'." 

NC 
See HEA, concurred by NMFS; see Port of Miami, showed greater than 
75% 
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USEPA 51 USEPA 

Sec 1.6, p. 
16 - FS.; 
Sec 2. 7 .l, 
p. 44; Sec 
2. 7 .l, p. 
44.; Sec 
2.5.5, p. 
40 and 
Figure 9, 

"explain how these wetlands [in the 
TN]...impacts will be avoided when the 
sponsor will likely have destroyed them prior 
to the proposed action's initiation." 

NC 

The Port has indicated that the TN project is isolated from the Federal 
project, and not a secondary effect of it. Their plans for that area would 
be engaged regardless of the Port Everglades Navigation Improvements 
poject, as they need that area for additional berthing and transfer 
capabilities. 

p. 40.; 
Sec 2.2.2, 
Figure 5, 
p. 20 

USEPA 52 USEPA Sec 3.5.2, 
p. 93 

"EPA notes the draft EIS describes these 
mangroves to be removed as: [t]his mangrove 
area is mitigation for previous wetland 
impacts associated with the Turning Notch 
Project (DC &A 2001)..." 

NR Correct. 

"USACE also takes credit for avoiding 
significant impacts to mature red and black 

USEPA 53 USEPA 

Sec 2.5.5, 
p. 40; Sec 
4.29.2, 
Table 38, 
p. 249; 
Sec 2.7.1, 
Table 7, p. 
45; Sec 
1.4.6, p. 
10 - FS 

mangrove wetlands, by dropping the Dania 
Cutoff Canal component for economic 
reasons...dredging commenced in July 
of2013. The draft EIS did not discuss 
USACE's approval of the sponsor's permit for 
this project, for which dredging commenced 
in July of2013. The draft EIS did not discuss 
USACE's approval of the sponsor's permit for 
this project. EPA notes the dredged material 
is being disposed of in a landfill instead of 
being disposed into the Port Everglades 

PC 

The DCC south of the Port was not dredged by the port. The area which 
was dredged was south-west of the port, and was dredged by the 
Florida Inland Navigation District. The Port's 20 year master plan does 
not include any proposed deepening or widening for the DCC. It 
appears that the source of EPA's information was a news article which 
did not provide sufficient detail for EPA to gleen that this work was not 
part of the port." 

offshore 
dredged material disposal site." 

USEPA 54 USEPA 

Section 
4.29.2, 
Table 38, 
p. 249 

"the proposed mitigation for removing these 
[TN] 8.6 acres by the sponsor remain 
undetermined" 

PC This impact is included in the Cumulative Impact Analysis 
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USEPA 55 USEPA 
Section 
7.2.1, p. 
122- FS 

"clarify the draft's claim [t]he tentatively 
selected plan now proposes to impact only 
approximately 1.16 acres of mangroves. The 
Turning Notch 
project will impact an additional 8.59 acres. 
And the Dania Cutoff Canal project impacted 
an additional 18.49 acres for a total 28.4 

NC 

That statement is accurate. Other projects constructed by other parties 
are separately permitted and mitigation is their responsibility. As 
previously stated, no dredging of the DCC is planned by either USACE 
or the Port 

acres of mangrove impacts for which 
mitigation is only being proposed for 1.16 
acres" 

USEPA 56 USEPA 
Section 
3.5.2, p. 
95 

"clarify whether the proposed action's 
mangrove impacts will affect habitat created 
by the Port as mitigation for previous impacts 
to native areas of 

NC Yes. 

mangrove" 

USEPA 57 USEPA Section 
5.0, p 260 

draft states mitigation to offset impacts to 4.01 
acres of seagrass will occur at West Lake 
Park. EPA understands seagrass impacts 
may exceed 9 acres 

PC Please see revised text explaining contingency mitigation in Section 5.0 

"clarify how West Lake Park creates sufficient 
USEPA 58 USEPA seagrass mitigation credit to offset 4.01 to PC Please see revised text explaining contingency mitigation in Section 5.0 

9.49 acres of seagrass impacts" 

USEPA 59 USEPA 

"clarify how the best available science and 
scientific literature supports mitigation of 
seagrasses at the West Lake Park and is 
consistent with 
the federal mitigation rule's requirements" 
Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of 
Aquatic Resources; Final Rule, 40 CFR Part 
230 (2008). 

NC 

It qualifies because it is in the same basin, it is the only available SAV 
restoration option in the area, except for some minor opportunites 
behind bulkheads north of the TN. The site has already undergone 
federal permitting, including EPA's option to comment under CWA 
Section 404. 

USEPA 60 USEPA 

"address the National Marine Fishery 
Services' concern regarding Port Everglades 
seagrasses habitat value to two federally 
managed species: the 
gray snapper and blustriped grunt, which is a 
function of distance from the ocean and inlet 
which West Lake Park cannot adequately 
compensate" 

NC 

Appeldoorn et al (2009) noted that ontogenetic migrations occur over 
years in their paper, "Movement of fishes (Grunts: Haemulidae) across 
the coral reef seascape: A review of scales, patterns and processes." 
Grunts, and certainly snapper, would not be inhibited, via moving along 
the new EFBs, which will actually encourage use of the shoreline 
habitats post-construction. 
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USEPA 61 USEPA Section 
5.3, p. 260 

"USACE permit SAJ-2002-0072 has 
authorized only 2.22 seagrass 
credits"…"NMFS has identified 9.492 acres 
of seagrass impacts requiring 5.25 seagrass 
credits" 

NC 
NMFS is considering seagrasses where there are no seagrasses. This 
is not consistent with regulatory policies of the State of Florida or 
USACE. 

USEPA 62 USEPA 

"identify and discuss alternative mitigation 
plans should West 
Lake Park provide insufficient mitigation to 
offset proposed action's impacts" 

PC This is included in Section 5.0. 

USEPA 63 USEPA 
Appendix 
E, Table 2, 
p. 10 

explain how the seagrass UMAM scores were 
determined NC 

Details on UMAM is available from the FLDEP and is discussed in the 
Florida Administrative Code. Scores for West Lake Park restoration 
efforts were assessed by USACE-RD and SFWMD as part of the 
issuance of the Parks permit. The impact scores were assessed in June 
2005 at an interagency meeting and are were included in the EIS as 
well as the EFH consultation and used FAC to guide determination. 

USEPA 64 USEPA 

Section 
2.7.1, 
Table 7, p. 
25 

"clarify the draft EIS' claim it avoided 0.66 
acres of seagrasses associated with dropping 
the Dania Canal Cutoff component since the 
sponsor 
currently is dredging this canal" 

NC 
See comment EPA #53. EPA is in error that the DCC was dredged by 
the port 

USEPA 65 USEPA 
Appendix 
E, Section 
3.0, p. 7-8. 

"clarify the Port Everglades Navigation 
Project Mitigation Plan will be in compliance 
with the Federal Compensatory Mitigation 
Rule, dated April 2008" [Compensatory 
Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources; 
Final Rule, 40 CFR Part 230 (2008).] 

CC 
It will. The WLP/ USACE extension was issued Feb 3, 2011, so ithad to 
be in concurrence with 2008 mitigation rule. 2016 is new deadline. EPA 
would have been a reviewer. 

USEPA 66 USEPA 

Batelle/ 
IEPR 
August 17, 
2011 

address its peer review panel concerns, as 
the draft did not, regarding the adequacy of 
the draft's discussion on avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation 
measures for unavoidable impacts to 
identified resources and ESA-listed species 
such as the federally threatened Johnson's 
seagrass (Halophila johnsonii) 

NC See response to #32 above. 
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USEPA 67 USEPA 

Section 
2.3, p. 22 -
FS. Re: 
CWA Sect 
404(b )( 1) 
Guidelines 
. 

"discuss additional avoidance and 
minimization measures in 
accordance to the Clean Water Act because 
the mangroves, sea grass and coral/ 
hardbottom communities in the area are 
aquatic resources of national importance" 

NC 
This is handled in the 404 b analysis appendix and in the EIS (Section 
2.5). 

USEPA 68 USEPA 

Section 
7.2.3, p. 
124- FS. 
Table 35 

"significant doubt exists regarding the 
proposed mitigation's adequacy" 

NR 

Section 

USEPA 69 USEPA 

4.7.2, 
p.222; 
Section 
4.7.2, 
p.221. 

conclusion no substantial impacts to water 
supplies is expected does not 
appear to have been supported by a ground 
water study 

NC 
A summary of ground water conditions is included 3.9.2. There were no 
indications that a study was necessary. 

Section 
2.9.2, p. 
48. 
Section 

USEPA 70 USEPA 

2.9.3.2.1, 
p. 67. 
Section 
2.9.3, p. 
65. Section 
4.0, p. 
235. 

blasting may facilitate increased porosity and 
transmissivity of seawater into ground-water 
dependent public water supplies, particularly 
during storm events and high tides by 
fracturing associated with the proposed 
blasting 

NC 
Section 3.9.2 indicates that Vugge limestone is already too porous to 
allow for ground water use close to coast. 

Section 
2.9.3.2.2, 
p. 67. 

USEPA 71 USEPA 

describe the proposed action's construction 
impacts to the 
surficial-aquifer system. The draft does not 
provide information on how the proposed 
action will cumulatively affect previous harbor 
dredging impacts to the surficial aquifer. Nor 
does it provide any rock-removal volume 
estimates. 

NC No change expected. See 4.7.2 
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USEPA 72 USEPA Section3.9. 
l,p.l47-148 

"provide environmental information regarding 
the proposed action's impacts to nutrient 
concentrations of the coastal waters. As the 
existing deepest channel in the vicinity, the 
Port Everglades Inlet represents the largest 

NC 

The change in flux will not increase the overall amount of "materials" 
leaving the inlet as the inlet channel, being within yards of the open 
ocean, experiences a complete flushing during the tidal cycle. Unlike 
riverine ports (Savannah and Jacksonville), there is not a steady 
freshwater "stream" passing through the Port and out of the inlet that wil 
be impacted by a change in channel dimension. Inflows into Port 
Everglades are a function of upstream freshwater releases and vary 
annually and seasonally bring in variable levels of nutrients and 
contaminants. Deepening will only change the rate at which materials 

source of potential pollutant loads from inlets 
to the coastal ocean in Southeast Florida." 

are evacuated, but will not increase or decrease the overall amount 
(which is a function of upstream variables not controlled by project 
features) since the proximity of the inlet channels to the open ocean 
results in complete (rather than partial) flushing. Nutrients and 
contaminants will likely flush free of the inlet at a faster rate, but at a 
slower velocity and over a lesser extent (due to the lower velocities).  

USEPA 73 USEPA Section3.9. 
l,p.l47-148 

address those studies indicating the water in 
the inner entrance channel contains higher 
concentrations of nutrients compared to 
levels typically seen in the coastal ocean. 
Enlargement of the channel may potentially 
increase the flux of these substances out of 
the inlet and into the coastal ocean. 

NC See response to EPA #72 above. 

USEPA 74 USEPA 

Section 
4.4.3.2, p. 
184., 
Section 
4.29.5, p. 
252. 

evaluate the potential turbidity effects to water 
quality during the estimated five-seven years 
of dredging and blasting. Without information 
to support its conclusions, the draft states 
water quality impacts are expected to be 
inconsequential, temporary, and no 
foreseeable future actions resulting in a 
cumulative effect 

NC 
Based on the ongoing project at Miami, there have been very few 
turbidity exceedances at Miami Harbor (less than 10 in more than a year 
of dredging.) 

USEPA 75 USEPA 

evaluate the long-term turbidity effects 
associated with larger ships using a deeper 
navigational channel. Larger ships are 
expected to create larger wakes, potentially 
increasing shoreline erosion effects, and 
potentially disturbing and re-suspending 
bottom sediments. 

NC 

Most of the shoreline is bulkheaded. Post-panamax ships already call at 
Port. Slightly fewer ships will call; changes in suspended sediments are 
not anticipated. The same bottom clearance, relative to drafts, is 
anticipated, but actually, in effect, the bottom clearance may be greater 
with project. See Table 36, a decrease in vessel calls may yield less 
turbidity. And fewer ships will actually come close to bottom depth--as 
they will have greater underkeel clearance, actually resulting in LESS 
turbidity in many areas. 
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USEPA 76 USEPA deepening may expose more surface area of 
unconsolidated sediments to erosion NC See EPA #75 

USEPA 77 USEPA 

consider avoidance and minimization 
techniques to reduce these potential 
environmental consequences and identify 
appropriate mitigation to address this 
concern. 

NC 

Section 2.7 provides a summary of avoidance and minization efforts 
completed for the project. Avoidance and Minimization has been 
untertaken to the maximum extent practicable, while still addressing 
project objectives. Any further avoidance would jeopardize meeting 
project objectives. 

USEPA 78 USEPA Section 4. 
7 .I, p. 221. 

the draft implies the dredged material to be 
disposed offshore is suitable for ocean 
disposal without further analysis, study, or 
testing, which is not a factual determination. 

PC 

The material will be tested under the MPRSA 103 process during the 
PED phase of the project, however based on historic data (as recent as 
2013), USACE doesn't expect any change in material quality; a higher 
proportion of rock is anticipated than with previous dredging, and that 
may equate to less sediments bound to anthropogenic materials. This 
has been clarified. 

USEPA 79 USEPA 
Section 
2.9.4, p. 
80. 

discuss the impacts to the proposed action 
should a significant volume of dredged 
material be unable to meet the required 
ocean dumping criteria, 

PC Use of upland site; section 2.9.4 has been upated. 

USEPA 80 USEPA Section 
3.1. 

which appears to imply the material 
associated with the proposed action has been 
tested and found in compliance with the 
ocean disposal criteria. The sediments tested 
in 2004 were the maintenance material 
dredged and disposed of in 2006, which is no 
longer in the basin. Additionally, the harbor 
has been maintenance dredged at least twice 
since 2004 

PC See response to EPA #78 above. 

clarify the draft's inconsistent statements. It 
states, [ n ]o sources of pollutants or 
contaminants have been identified within the 

USEPA 81 USEPA 

Appendix 
B, Section 
3.10, p. 
151. 

construction or disposal areas. However, it 
also states, [a]lthough industria/facilities exist 
in the area that may have a potential for 
release of toxic materials, the materials most 
likely to be discharged are petroleum 
hydrocarbons, small, undocumented 
chemical spills, and stormwater runoff from 
large container and .freight yards 

PC A Phase 1 analysis is included with the Final EIS in Appendix J. 
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USEPA 82 USEPA Section 3.1 

provide the Tier I analysis Appendix J. The 
draft indicates it has been performed and is in 
Appendix 1,which it is not. Moreover, 
Appendix J does not address the 
requirements of the MPRSA or follow any 
national or regional guidance for performing a 
Tier I evaluation 

PC 
Language has been revised regarding sediment testing. Appendix J is 
the Phase 1 noted above. 

USEPA 83 USEPA Appendix 
B. 

clarify it is Section 103, not Section 102 of the 
MPRSA uthorizing the USACE to designate a 
one-time use of a disposal site. 

CC Clarification has been made 

USEPA 84 USEPA Appendix 
B. describe the proposed artificial mitigation site NC 

Only conceptual sites are shown. They will be identified during PED 
phase during discussions with the interagency cooperation team. 

USEPA 85 USEPA Section 
1.8. 

clarify the decision not to incorporate the site 
designation into this draft Port Everglades 
EIS was a joint EPA/US ACE, not solely EPA' 
s 

CC Clarification has been made 

USEPA 86 USEPA Section 
2.9.4. 

clarify the ocean dumping criteria are based 
on a suite of tests including chemical and 
biological tests, not just chemical testing as 
implied in the draft 

NC No reference to chemical testing is included in Section 2.9.4 

USEPA 87 USEPA Appendix 
B. 

clarify the dredged material disposed at the 
ODMDS is not regulated under the Clean 
Water Act and therefore the CW A's Section 
404(b )( 1) evaluation guidelines are 
inapplicable to the ODMDS' use. 

CC Clarification has been made 

USEPA 88 USEPA 
Section 
2.9.3.2, p. 
67. 

define what part of the approximately six 
million cubic yards is expected to be rock 
removed (i.e., from the surficial aquifer). The 
draft indicates a significant quantity of rock 
will require blasting; approximately 40-50% of 
the material in the main, south, and north 
turning basins 

NC 
For the OEC, approximately only 10% of the total material to be dredged 
is classified as "hard." For the IEC, it's 5%; MTB is 40%. NTB and STB 
will not be dredged. 
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USEPA 89 USEPA 

discuss the effects of anticipated sea-level 
rise over the 50-ear project life in context of 
the need to construct the proposed action to 
the proposed depth to accommodate the 
design vessels 

NC 
2 to 10 mm/yr. Not enough to compesate for project need, and client 
cannot wait for 50 years to achieve RSL benefit which is small. See 
Feasibility Study. Eng Eppendix 1.1.1, and EIS 4.26.3 

USEPA 90 USEPA 

discuss how the proposed action will 
incorporate any revisions to the USACE's 
existing guidance, which expires on 
September 30,2013 

CC The guidance has been converted to ER, so it does not expire. 

USEPA 91 USEPA 
discuss how the storm-surge impact analysis 
was performed, the assumptions made, and 
confidence in any model derived results 

NC 
See Appendix A of the Feasibility Study for more data on hurricanes and 
storm surge. 

USEPA 92 USEPA 

discuss the effects of a deepened channel 
allowing a greater volume of seawater to 
penetrate the harbor upon the surrounding 
areas including environmental justice 
communities, public water supply facilities, 
wastewater treatment facilities, and other 
public infrastructure 

NC 
EJ communities, public water supplies, WWT facilities and sensitive 
infrastructure are not in the project area. 

USEPA 93 USEPA 
Section 
4.9.5, p. 
228. 

explore with the applicant additional 
measures to reduce fossil-fuel use during 
construction. Additionally, the USACE and 
applicant should consider mitigative 
measures for port operations, such as 
additional repower/ electrification of container 
handling equipment, improved logistics 
related to container movement, port 
locomotive idle and shut-off policies, use of 
biodiesel blends, etc 

NC See 4.9.10. Community and local efforts are noted. 

USEPA 94 USEPA 

identify any sensitive receptors within 1,500 
feet (approximately 500 meters) from all air-
toxics emission sources because the draft 
EIS did not address air toxics 

NC 
None were found at NEPAassistMapping.gov or found based on internet 
searches and other maps of the area, See section 3.11 
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USEPA 95 USEPA 
Section 
6.23, p. 
265-266. 

provide more information on how it meets 
Executive Order12898 

NC 

USACE reviewed EPA's NEPAassit system to determine the 
demographic makeup of the area. With the exception of the Harbor 
Beach community immediately north of the port on Fort Lauderdale 
beach, the Inner Harbor (Inner Entrance channel, turning basins and 
SAC) are surrounded by urban port infrastructure, a state park, a 
university, Coast Guard station and Naval facility. 

USEPA 96 USEPA 

include demographic information and maps 
to support its statements made regarding the 
lack of minority and low-income population in 
the study area and surrounding community 

CC 

Maps have been included. The per capita income of the Harbor Beach 
community is listed as $72,000+/year and the minority population of this 
community are shown as 0-10%. This confirms this area is a high 
income, low minority community. This data can be accessed via the 
NEPAassist tool at http://neapassisttoo.epa.gov. 

USEPA 97 USEPA 

any potential environmental and human 
health impacts should be identified along with 
any efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate the 
effects. 

NC None are known to be related to this work. 

USEPA 98 USEPA impacts to children pursuant to Executive 
Order 13045 NC 

As noted in the EIS, the area surrounding the port is mainly industrial 
port property. The closest school to the port is 1.7 miles northwest of the 
project area. The only possibility of children being impacted during the 
project is during construction activities at/near John U Lloyd State park. 
However, work will be offshore, and proper construction zones and 
exclusions zones to protect all park visitors will be required by both the 
park and the project specifications. No impacts specific to children are 
expected. Section 6.26 

USEPA 99 USEPA 
include an analysis of impacts to children if 
there is a possibility of disproportionate 
impacts related to the proposed action 

NC See EPA #98 

NOAA 1 NOAA n/a 

Attachment 1 is the detailed review NMFS 
provided USACE on July 7, 2011. In lieu of 
repeating the same comments in this letter, 
NMFS will focus on the major issues that 
have not been adequately addressed in the 
draft EIS… 

NR 
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NOAA 2 NOAA Reef 
Charzn 

Coral reef communities in the channel would 
be directly impacted through (1) removal by 
the dredge; (2) coral fragments and dredged 
material, including rubble and sediments, 
moving downslope or down current and 
shearing coral reef organisms from the 
substrate; and (3) fractures in 
hardbottom and lithified coral propagating 
into the reef framework, thereby destabilizing 
attachment of coral reef organisms. The latter 
two impacts create an unstable coral reef 
environment resulting in lower coral 
abundance and fewer large coral colonies. 
The steeply sloped, eastward facing spur-and-

NC 
Correct: stabilization is not proposed. However, USACE will mitigate for 
any below-dredge-depth impacts to not-previously-impacted hardbottom 
habitats that occur incidentally during or following construction. 

groove reef habitats are particularly at risk 
from the downslope movement of sediment 
and rubble. Stabilizing the seafloor following 
the dredging at Port Everglades may be the 
most significant measure that could minimize 
post-injury impacts on the 
surrounding reef communities and newly 
established reef organisms on uncovered 
substrate (Dial Cordy and Associates 2006); 
however, such stabilization is not proposed in 
the draft EIS. 

19 



 

The USACE mitigation plan estimates the 
anchors would result in approximately 17.13 
acres of additional impacts to coral reef and 
hardbottom habitats. NMFS believes this 
estimate is too low because the draft EIS 

NOAA 3 NOAA Reef 
Charzn 

uses maps created at a coarse regional scale 
to calculate the impacts. Brian Walker, Ph.D., 
of Nova Southeastern University, the 
cartographer of the maps used by the 
USACE in the draft ETS, provided NMFS 
updated acreage calculations based on finer 
scale maps more suitable for impact 
assessment at Port Everglades (Attachment 
3). NMFS concurs with Dr. Walker’s 
assessment that 19.31 acres (i.e., 2.18 acres 
more than USACE estimates) of coral reef 
and hardbottom habitats would be impacted 
by dredge anchors if this construction 
strategy is used. 

NC 

Walker was not using the most recent 2008 depth data. USACE has 
used that coverage to calculate revised impact acreages, but found that 
our previous data matched his, but for some not-previously mapped 
areas that we have also no included. 

NOAA 4 NOAA Reef 
Charzn 

the draft EIS neither describes how this 
estimate was developed nor the severity of 
the impacts expected 

CC 
Technical approach information has been added to the document for 
mangrove, seagrass, and reef impact sections. 

NOAA 5 NOAA Reef 
Charzn 

NMFS continues to recommend a more 
conservative turbidity standard for the Port 
Everglades project 

NR 

The discussion of indirect 

NOAA 6 NOAA Reef 
Charzn 

impacts in the final EIS should provide a 
more thorough discussion of impacts from 
blasting that 
may occur outside the channel, including the 
size of material produced, amount of material 
produced, and locations of areas that may 
require blasting 

NC 

No blasting will occur outside the channel. Additional geotech 
informaion will be available dueing PED phase.This additional geotech 
analysis will allow for the areas requiring blasting to be specifically 
identified beyond the information provided in the EIS. 

NOAA 7 NOAA Reef 
Charzn 

As stated in subappendix 
C, RMA-2 is a depth-averaged 2D model and 
will not resolve the vertical features of the 
channel water column. These features, 
however, may be important when considering 
impacts within the vicinity of the inlet. 

NC 

Agree that RMA-2 does not resolve the vertical water column. Howeve 
in the case of Port Everglades, where due to the proximity of the Port to 
the open ocean, salinity within the port is essentially the same as the 
open ocean (contingent upon unpredictable upland freshwater 
releases), a full 3-D modeling effort was not required. RMA-2 was 
employed to determine the relative change in salinity between the with 
and without project conditions. Model results indicated no discernable 
change. Had a significant change been indicated a more detailed 3-D 
modeling effort would have been required to fully examine and quantify 
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NOAA 8 NOAA Reef Mit 

The HEA presented in the draft EIS assumes 
100 percent equivalency between the coral 
reefs 
that would be impacted and the boulder piles 
created for mitigation….A pile of boulders is 
not a coral reef and will not become a coral 
reef over time 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by events; please see revised 
mitigation plan. 

NOAA 9 NOAA Reef Mit 

Battelle (2011) also concludes that some of 
the assumptions made for the HEA, 
especially regarding recovery service levels, 
have not been clearly presented or justified. 
(Recovery service level and % of services 
rendered) 

NC 
Comment has been superseded by events; please see revised 
mitigation plan. 

NOAA 10 NOAA Reef Mit 

The USACE subtracted 20 years from the 
recovery rate as credit for the coral relocation 
to the boulder reefs. NMFS acknowledges the 
Port Everglades Reef Group (2004) 
discussed allowing a 10-year discount for 
relocated corals; 
however, this estimate does not reflect the 
amount of corals to be relocated by the 
USACE as project minimization, and this 
discussion occurred prior to the publication of 
the USACE and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA) Mitigation Rule in 
2008 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 11 NOAA Reef Mit 

According to the draft EIS Appendix E2, the 
total number of corals to be dredged is 
100,744. The draft EIS cost estimate 
indicates up to 12,235 corals would be 
removed. This would represent a 12 percent 
reduction in impact and therefore it is not 
appropriate to credit the boulder reef recovery 
by 20 years. 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 12 NOAA Reef Mit 

NMFS does not support crediting the 
recovery of boulder reefs that have coral 
transplants, because the transplants are a 
project minimization 
measure, not a compensatory mitigation 
measure 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 13 NOAA Reef Mit 
Additionally NMFS does not support limiting 
the amount of relocation to 12,235 coral 
colonies. 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 
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NOAA 14 NOAA Reef Mit 
….numerous coral 
species would have a recovery period in 
excess of 50 years,… 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 15 NOAA Reef Mit 
HEA is an economic model and is not 
designed to be used with a 
zero discount rate. 

NC That is not accurate. 

NOAA 16 NOAA Reef Mit 

The draft EIS acknowledges some coral reef 
habitat will only achieve 15 percent of natural 
reef services but the draft EIS stops the 
calculation clock at 50 years. 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 17 NOAA Reef Mit 

USACE Guidance Documents available for 
FY12 appear to indicate the USACE should 
use a discount rate of 4 percent for planning 
projects 

NC 

USACEHQ publishes guidance on discounting to the Districts each 
fiscal year. The cover page of this document states: "The P&G states 
discounting is to be use to convert future monetary values to present 
values." 

NOAA 18 NOAA Reef Mit 

NMFS agrees with Dr. Dodge’s assessment 
(Appendix 4) that the 
$1 .2M estimate per acre is a more 
appropriate cost. 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 19 NOAA Reef Mit 
NMFS further notes that the HEA inputs and 
results in Appendix E2 of the draft EIS are not 
the same as those of the Cost Analysis. 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 20 NOAA Reef Mit 

the draft EIS does not explain how the 
boulder reef mitigation plan would 
compensate for loss of [Acropora] critical 
habitat. NMFS does not believe that a boulder 
reef would satisfactorily address the lost 
functions and values of critical habitat within 
the project area over the lifetime of the 
project. 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan 
and NMFS Biological Opinion 

NOAA 21 NOAA Reef Mit 

Because boulder reefs would not adequately 
offset the functions and 
values of the reef system which will be 
impacted as part of the Port expansion 
project, NMFS recommends this alternative 
approach using propagation. Furthermore, 
the NMFS recommended mitigation program 
is more cost efficient than the USACE “best 
buy” based on the replicated HEA performed 
by Dr. Dodge and validated by NMFS. 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 
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NMFS recommends the analysis address 
three key issues in this 
assessment: 

NOAA 22 NOAA End & Thr 
Spp DCH 

1) the direct and indirect impacts to coral reef 
habitat containing the essential feature, 
2) hydrographic changes from the project and 
their effect on coral reproduction, and 
3) beneficial impacts, if any, of the selected 
mitigation plan to the extent the mitigation 
plan is included in the USACE’s proposed 
action. 

NR See Section 7 consultation documents in Appendix F 

NOAA 23 NOAA End & Thr 
Spp DCH 

assessing the amount of “substrate of 
suitable quality and availability” is a basic 
benthic type characterization which NMFS 
believes does not require any additional 
protocol. Even though 
these direct and indirect impacts lend 
themselves to expression as areas, the 
assessment of critical habitat impacts should 
not be limited to simple area comparisons of 
the percentage of the entire critical habitat 
unit being impacted. 

NR See Section 7 consultation documents in Appendix F 

NOAA 24 NOAA End & Thr 
Spp DCH 

NMFS believes that a deeper, 
narrower “break” would produce a higher 
velocity current perpendicular to the natural 
southnorth transport of larvae -- and possibly 
fragment -- transport resulting in the larvae/ 
fragments being washed out of the natural 
transport pathway, preventing them from 
landing on suitable substrate....NMFS 
recommends the USACE provide a detailed 
hydrographic assessment of the predicted 
current flow changes post-construction. 

NR 

This does not appear to be consistent with basic hydrographic 
principles. A larger channel prism may actually slow tidal flows, allowing 
for potentially increased settlement. Line 4 of table 2 in sub-appendix C 
of the entrance channel states that the flux through the channel will be 
reduced by 0.4%. 

NOAA 25 NOAA End & Thr 
Spp DCH 

The NMFS recommended mitigation of coral 
nurseries with outplanting, however, could 
have significant 
beneficial impacts on the function of critical 
habitat. 

CC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 
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NOAA 26 NOAA SAV Imps 

The draft EIS does not describe impacts to 
areas historically mapped and previously 
ground-truthed to contain seagrass. These 
areas represent the available expansion 
habitat that will no longer be available after 
the project is constructed. NMFS believes 
USACE significantly underestimates the 
amount of seagrass that would be 
impacted.... NMFS recommended the draft 
EIS clearly describe where seagrass impacts 
would occur and the amount of seagrass 
habitat present in these areas 

NC 
The dynamics of SAV in the area are described in the seagrass section 
of Section 3.0. USACE will resurvey for seagrasses prior to construction. 

NOAA 27 NOAA SAV mit 
using either impact assessment, there are not 
enough seagrass credits available at West 
Lake Park 

NC 
Final seagrass impact assessment shall be determined in the PED 
Phase with a pre-construction seagrass survey. SAV impacts will be 
offset by additional means if WLP credits are not sufficient. 

NOAA 28 NOAA SAV mit 

USACE UMAM scores on this project were 
done separately from those submitted by the 
applicant in conjunction with South Florida 
Water 
Management District, future scoring should 
be done in line with those values which can 
be found in the file.” In July 2011 (Attachment 
1), NMFS requested the functional 
assessments. The draft EIS does not contain 
the UMAM score sheets for the impacts or the 
mitigation so NMFS cannot verify the scoring 
was done in accordance with the permit. 

NC 
UMAM scores from the 2005 interagency meeting. Scores are included 
in the Mitigation Plan in Appendix E 

NOAA 29 NOAA SAV mit EIS does not contain the UMAM score sheets 
for the impacts or the mitigation 

NC 
UMAM scores from the 2005 interagency meeting. Scores are included 
in the Mitigation Plan in Appendix E 

NOAA 30 NOAA SAV mit These scores do not reflect NMFS field 
observations. NR 

NOAA 31 NOAA SAV mit 

The seagrass habitats at West Lake Park, 
which is located further away from the inlet 
and coral reefs, would not provide the same 
ecological services as the seagrass impacted 
through the expansion 

NC 
There is no evidence of that, as most ontogenetic shifts occur over 
years, certainly long enough for individuals to make their way to SAV at 
WLP, as well as the through the new habitat at the EFBs. 
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NOAA 32 NOAA SAV mit 

NMFS believes the UMAM scores for the 
West Lake Park seagrass should be lower 
than what the USACE has 
provided 

NC 
Those scores are already permitted; NMFS has had an opportunity to 
comment on those scores when WLP project was permitted under CWA 
404. 

NOAA 33 NOAA Cumltv 
Imps 

Equating the project impacts to a percent 
gives the appearance that impacts would be 
much less.... Walker et al. (2012) published a 
peer-reviewed paper on the estimated 
historical losses of port and shipping 
activities in southeast Florida. They estimated 
that Port Everglades has historically 
dredged 58.5 acres of hardbottom and buried 
178 acres of Outer Reef due to improper 
dumping of spoil material. 

PC 
Dr Walker's referred to this as Walker 2013, however the analysis has 
been referenced and included in the Cumulative Impact analysis 

NOAA 34 NOAA Cumltv 
Imps 

The draft EIS does not describe any 
cumulative impacts for hardbottom NC Please see 4.29.6 

NOAA 35 NOAA Cumltv 
Imps 

Enlargement of the channel brings the 
possibility of increasing the flux of these 
substances out of the inlet and into the 
coastal ocean. 

NC Enlargement of the channel would not increase tidal velocity or flux. 

no basis for the determination about sediment 
effects to critical habitat. To evaluate that 

NOAA 36 NOAA Section 7 
Consultn 

effect, the USACE would need to provide 
documentation regarding the duration of 
sediment residence (dependent on grain size 
and physical oceanography of the area) on 
adjacent hardbottoms (i.e., the essential 
feature) to be able to say the effect is 
insignificant for designated critical habitat. 

PC 
Monitoring will document effects. Please see revised sections on 
indirect impacts as well as the mitigation plan. 

reference for “hardbottom 

NOAA 37 NOAA Section 7 
Consultn 

communities exist in a dynamic environment. 
. . may be periodically covered and 
uncovered by 
sands.” and the periodicity that is being 
referred to 

NC These are nearshore hardbottoms. 
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NOAA 38 NOAA EFH 
Consultn 

NMFS believes the impacts of the proposed 
project, along with project components that 
have been removed from the federal project 
but are still 
being pursued by the Port (i.e., dredging 8.4 
acres of mangrove to expand a turning 
notch), result in more adverse impacts to 
EFH than what are described in the draft EIS, 
questioning USACE’s conclusion that the 
project’s cumulative impacts are negligible 

NR 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 39 NOAA EFH Recs 
USACE shall provide a mitigation plan that 
assumes no less than 21.66 acres of direct 
impacts to coral reef and hardbottom habitats 

NC Impact analysis has been updated to incorporate the 2013 LADS data. 

NOAA 40 NOAA EFH Recs 

USACE shall provide a mitigation plan that 
assumes no less than 19.31 acres of anchor 
impacts, in the case that the dredge 
equipment selected requires anchoring 
outside 
the federal channel 

NC Impact analysis has been updated to incorporate the 2013 LADS data. 

NOAA 41 NOAA EFH Recs 

provide a monitoring plan to evaluate 
physical and biological impacts 
that may occur outside the channel. This plan 
shall reflect substantial input by NMFS 

NC Monitoring plan is included in Appendix E. 

NOAA 42 NOAA EFH Recs 

USACE shall provide a mitigation plan that 
reflects no less than 111.87 acres of indirect 
impacts that would occur in the 150 meter 
zone surrounding the federal channel. The 
final EIS should clearly describe how the 
amounts of indirect impacts to coral reefs 
are determined. 

NC Impact analysis has been updated to incorporate the 2013 LADS data. 

NOAA 43 NOAA EFH Recs Substantial input from NMFS shall be reflected in the final blasting monitoring plan 
NC Monitoring plan is included in Appendix E. 

NOAA 44 NOAA EFH Recs 

USACE shall update the HEA with 
scientifically defensible inputs on equivalency 
of natural coral reefs and boulder piles, 
recovery rates of dredged coral reef habitat, 
recovery rates of boulder piles, and discount 
rates. The final HEA shall reflect actual costs 
of boulder piles with substantial input from 
NMFS 

PC 
HEA has been updated in concert with NMFS during the development of 
the hybrid mitigation plan 
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NOAA 45 NOAA EFH Recs 

USACE shall adopt a compensatory 
mitigation plan that is the most technically 
sound approach to offsetting the loss of coral, 
coral reef, and hardbottom habitat. The final 
coral reef mitigation plan shall not take credit 
twice for coral relocation. The final coral reef 
mitigation plan shall reflect input from NMFS. 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 46 NOAA EFH Recs 

As a project minimization measure, the 
USACE shall relocate all corals in 
accordance to Table 2 in the draft EIS 
Appendix E-4. Coral relocation shall occur in 
expansion areas and previously dredged 
areas. 

PC 
Comment has been superseded by development of the hybrid mitiation 
plan between USACE and NMFS; please see revised mitigation plan. 

NOAA 47 NOAA EFH Recs 

update the EIS to evaluate the potential for 
the deepening and widening of the OEC to 
create a “sink” or trench whereby coral 
fragments and larvae moving northward or 
southward along the reef line fall into the 
channel and become no longer viable. This 
update to the EIS shall reflect significant input 
from NMFS 

NC 

the deepening and widening project at Port Everglades will decrease not 
increase the velocity of currents perpendicular to the reef line. Secondly, 
the idea that larvae will be “washed out” of the natural transport pathway 
is scientifically unlikely as the scale of the physical oceanographic 
forcing functions at play are much larger than the localized effect of the 
Port channel on surrounding ocean currents (Lee and Williams 1988, 
Fiechter and Mooers 2003, Sponaugle et al. 2005). This includes the 
daily, weekly, monthly, seasonal, and annual variations in the position of 
the Florida Current (Martinez-Pedraja et al. 2004). At a local scale, 
Wanninkhof et al. (2005) showed that in Sulfur Hexafloride tracer plume 
studies from the Hollywood ocean outfall that northward flow directly 
over the Port Everglades channel revealed only minor changes to the 
movement and concentration of the plume resulting from the break.  
Additionally, an analysis of this concern is included in the EIS in Section 
4.5.10.2.2 and NMFS did not include this as an effect of the project in 
the Biological Opinion prepared for the project. 
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NOAA 47 NOAA EFH Recs [continued response] NC 

Clearly some larvae (of whatever species) can become entrained in the 
east–west tidal flow associated with the channel break. On incoming 
tides, these larvae move onshore and can be retained in local coastal 
eddies and delivered to on-shore estuaries. The result of this process 
actually enhances local recruitment by retaining larvae in the inshore 
system (see Lee et al. 1992, Limouzy-Paris et al. 1997, Porch 1998, 
D’Alessandro et al. 2007) – directly contrary to the NMFS comment 
above. On outgoing tides the offshore flow quickly diminishes in deeper 
water as shown by the Futch et al. (2011) pollutant discharge study (see 
also Stamates et al. 2013). Thus, the south-to-north larval conveyor belt 
of the Florida Current (Gulf Stream) is essentially unaffected by these 
breaks. Finally, there is no discernible difference in benthic or fish 
community types, species richness or abundance on the reefs north or 
south of the present-day, made-made breaks in the reef line, including 
Port Miami (which cuts through the 3rd reef), and the Port Everglades 
channel - further confirmation that these breaks do not interrupt larval 
transport at any observable ecological scale. 

NOAA 48 NOAA EFH Recs 
USACE shall update the EIS to describe no 
less than 8.45 acres of seagrass habitat 
impacts 

NC 
USACE will mitigate for only existing seagrass beds, not unvegetated 
sand. 

NOAA 49 NOAA EFH Recs 

USACE shall update the EIS to describe 
indirect impacts to seagrass habitat. This 
update shall reflect input from NMFS. 
Specifically, NMFS requests USACE update 
the EIS to identify each seagrass impact 
polygon on a map and provide a narrative 
that explains how the impact area was 
calculated for each seagrass impact area. 

NC 
Polygons are already uniquely idendified. Impacts comprise total 
removal. Please see final responses to EFH recommendations dated 14 
August 2014 
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NOAA 50 NOAA EFH Recs 

USACE shall develop supplementary 
compensatory mitigation for seagrass 
impacts to account for the loss of all seagrass 
habitat that has been historically mapped and 
ground-truthed and will become unavailable 
as habitat after the dredging occurs. The 
additional mitigation shall appropriately 
address seagrass impacts that occur closer to 
or within the inlet. The plan shall address how 
the site selection for mitigation locations is 
supported by the best available literature. 
This plan should include clearly defined 
performance standards, monitoring protocols, 
and schedule. The mitigation amounts shall 
be based on a functional assessment that 
reflects NMFS and other resource trustee 
input. 

NC
 USACE will mitigate for only existing seagrass beds, not unvegetated 
sand. Please see final responses to EFH recommendations dated 14 
August 2014 

NOAA 51 NOAA EFH Recs 

USACE shall update the cumulative impacts 
section and description of cumulative impacts 
to coral reefs and water quality. The EIS 
should be updated to acknowledge the 
findings of Walker et al. (2012) that Port 
Everglades has historically dredged 58.5 
acres of hardbottom and buried 178 acres of 

PC 
Dr Walker's refers to his analysis as being 2013, however it has been  
referenced and included in the Cumulative Impact analysis 

Outer Reef as dredged material disposal, 
which resulted in the loss of over six million 
corals and approximately 180 acres of live 
coral tissue area 
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NOAA 52 NOAA EFH Recs 

USACE shall require use of best 
management practices (BMP) to avoid and 
minimize the degradation of water quality and 
minimize impacts to hardbottoms and 
seagrass habitat, including the use of staked 
turbidity curtains around the work areas, 
marking of seagrass and hardbottom habitat 
to facilitate avoidance during construction, 
and prohibiting staging, anchoring, mooring, 
and spudding of work barges and other 
associated vessels over seagrass and 
hardbottom. 

NR 
USACE already requires the use of BMPs during construction and will 
continue to do so for the Port Everglades project 

USDOI n/a U.S. Dept of 
Interior [no comments] NR 

USFWS 1 USFWS 

Reef 
impacts 
and 
mitigation 

"Based on the discrepancies outlined above, 
the Service recommends the Corps mitigate 
in concert with the NOAA Fisheries’ preferred 
reef mitigation alternative plan, if the plan is 
found to be legally sufficient, in order to 
resolve these issues and provide maximum 
protection of all fish and wildlife resources." 

PC 
USACE and NOAA have jointly developed a "blended" mitigation plan 
utilizing elements of a few of the other plans as the preferred mitigaiton 
alternative for the project 

USFWS 2 USFWS 

Protected 
species: 
American 
crocodiles 

"...the Service concurs with 
the Corps’ determination as it relates to 
adults, hatchlings, and/or juveniles of the 
American crocodile during dredging or 
blasting operations adjacent to WLP" 

NR 

USFWS 3 USFWS 
Protected 
species: 
sea turtles 

"The Service previously concurred with the 
Corps’ determination for sea turtles (March 
31, 2005) because no adverse direct or 
indirect impacts to sea turtle nesting habitat 
due to dredging operations are anticipated for 
the TSP" 

NR 
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USFWS 4 USFWS 
Protected 
species: 
manatees 

"The Service concurred on March 31, 2005, 
with the Corps’ determination for the West 
Indian manatee because the Corps agreed to 
incorporate and implement the following:" [1. 
Standard Manatee Conditions for In-water 
Work (FWC 2011), 2. blasting protection 
measures a la Miami Harbor Phase III, and 3. 
blasting window, i.e., not blasting Nov 15-Mar 
15.] 

NR 

USFWS 5 USFWS 
Protected 
species: 
manatees 

provide details concerning the wildlife 
protection measures to be implemented in the 
test blast program and how these measures 
may vary compare to all other CU blasting 
activities 

NC These are included in the EIS in Section 2.9.3.2.3 

The diameter threshold for coral relocation 

BC 1 Broward Co. 

should be 10cm in accordance with typical 
permitting criteria. The EIS alternately states 
the diameter threshold for coral relocation is 
10 cm or 25 cm. It is recommended that all 

CC 
The correct threshold value for coral relocations is 10cm. The reference 
to 25 cm in Section 2.7.1 was in error. 

corals 10 cm in diameter or greater be 
relocated in accordance with typical 
permitting criteria. 

Downslope reef impacts should be included 
in the EIS if clamshell dredging is an option 
for the third reef. The EIS does not account 
for downslope reef impacts that may occur 
during dredging of the upper part of the reef. 
Discussions with USACE staff indicate that 

BC 2a Broward Co. 

downslope reef impacts were initially 
considered; they were ultimately excluded 
from the EIS analysis based on monitoring 
reports from the Miami dredging project 
demonstrating no downslope impacts from 
the use of a suction dredge. However, the EIS 
provides for clamshell dredging as a possible 
construction methodology; therefore, the 
potential for downslope reef impacts should 
be addressed unless the EIS is revised to 

CC 
Downslope impacts have now been estimated and upfront mitigation 
has been included for 10% of the potential impact, with the remaing 
90% assessed through monitoring during the project. 

specify the use of a suction dredge. 
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BC 2b Broward Co. 

Other federal agencies and/or local 
regulatory/resource agencies may disagree 
with USACE's analysis of the extent of hard 
bottom/reef habitats (Section 4.4.2.2 of the 
Draft EIS), and which impacts could result in 
additional compensatory mitigation (possibly, 
rock/rubble habitat within the existing federal 
channel). There may be large rock/rubble 
features within the existing channel that are 
colonized by corals; discernible via sidescan 
sonar or other means. The loss of these hard 
bottom habitats should be accounted for, and 
if they are impacted, mitigation should be 
provided. 

NC 

The Corps recognizes that there may be disagreement with the analysis 
conducted for impacts, however, previously dredged channel bottom, 
and rocks/rubble in the channel that may have colonized with some 
hard corals, soft corals or sponges is expected to recolonize after the 
dredging is complete. This assumption is based on the known 
recolonization of the bottom of the Miami Harbor channel from the 1991 
dredging to a survey conducted in 2010. Resources that have 
recolonized a federal channel after dredging are not mitigated for, based 
on a policy determination by USACE South Atlantic Division, as these 
resources are deemed not significant due to their location in a 
maintained federal channel. 

BC 2c Broward Co. 

Broward County Natural Resources Planning 
and Management Division conducted an 
independent review of the project's reef 
impact assessment based on the GIS habitat 
classification mapping and anticipated project 
impact area. The outcome of this review 
essentially verified the project impacts are 
consistent with what is shown and discussed 
in the Feasibility Study and DEIS. However, 
as discussed above the potential for 
downslope reef impacts was apparently 
discounted by the USACE in the DE IS and 
needs to be discussed in the development of 
the final EIS document. 

CC 

The Corps appreciates the independent verification of the Corps's 
impact assessment Downslope impacts have now been estimated and 
upfront mitigation has been included for 10% of the potential impact, 
with the remaing 90% assessed through monitoring during the project. 
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BC 3 Broward Co. 

Direct and indirect impacts that may occur 
from turbidity/sedimentation as a result of 
construction practices are not fully accounted 
for in the EIS. The use of best management 
practices is mandated in the EIS to ensure 
proper control of turbidity/sedimentation and 
the USACE definition of environmental 
success for this project is for indirect impacts 
to be both minimal and indiscernible (July 23, 
2013 1:00pm public meeting). However, 
historic long-shore currents in the project 
vicinity and tidal changes at the inlet will 
make sediment and turbidity control difficult. 
Staff recommends that a contingent 

NC 

The Corps disagrees with this determination that the assessment of 
indirect effects of project construction are understated. Sections 4.4.2 
and 4.5.10.2.3 includes a detailed analysis of the effects of turbidity and 
sedimentation on hardbottom and reef habitats. Upfront mitigation for 
indirect effects of turbidity and sedimentation were included in the 
impact assessment and required mitigation (Appendix E2 of the EIS).  
Post-construction monitoring will also be conducted, in order to ensure 
that any impacts are accounted for and mitigated. 

mitigation plan be developed to help ensure 
mitigation requirements that may result from 
unintentional impacts are accounted for, and 
budgeted, in the planning phases of the 
project. 

BC 4 Broward Co. 

A detailed pre-construction seagrass survey 
should be performed to ensure that seagrass 
impacts are properly identified and mitigated. 
The EIS includes assumptions regarding 
impacts to seagrasses based on seagrass 
surveys performed by various entities from 
1999 to 2009. These historic surveys may not 
be representative of current conditions as it is 
common for seagrass beds to change shape 
and size over time. We encourage an 
updated survey be completed so that the 
precise extent of impacts, and resulting 
potential mitigation burden on the ongoing 
West Lake Park (WLP) habitat improvement 

NC 

the Corps has committed to conduct a final pre-construction survey to 
ensure that seagrass impacts are mapped prior to construction to 
ensure that the necessary amount of mitigation is available in West 
Lake Park. Should the final seagrass survey show greater seagrass 
density at the time of final survey than any previous survey, the Corps 
will work with the resource agencies, including the county and Port to 
obtain additional mitigation credits from the West Lake Park restoration 
project. 

project, can be determined prior to 
construction. A contingency plan for 
mitigation should also be provided in case 
WLP cannot accommodate all of the required 
seagrass mitigation. 
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BC 5 Broward Co. 

The estimates for mitigation acreages are 
based on assumptions and the methodology 
is not fully documented in the EIS. Required 
mitigation acreage tables for seagrass & 
mangrove impacts do not include the 
necessary Uniform Mitigation Assessment 
Method (UMAM) worksheets. Discussion with 
USACE staff at the July 23 public meeting 
indicated that the preliminary estimates were 
based on historic knowledge from permitting 
agencies and that a detailed analysis with 
UMAM worksheets and backup 
documentation would be performed in a later 
phase. The wetland delineation for the 
mangrove habitats in the impact area and 
adjacent areas (Section 3.5.6 in the Draft 
EIS) is out-of-date. Broward County 
recommends these areas be delineated as 
soon as possible in order to better determine 
the precise extent of impacts, and resulting 
potential mitigation burden on the ongoing 
WLP habitat improvement project. 

NC 

the UMAM numbers for the mangrove and seagrass impact scores were 
developed at a joint agency meeting in June 2005. The agencies did not 
prepare UMAM sheets during this meeting, but the scores that were 
agreed to were documented. Final UMAM sheets have been prepared 
and are included in Appendix E. The wetland delineation (specifically 
mangroves) has been re-verified annually through aerial photography 
and discussions with FLDEP John U Lloyd park staff. The cited section 
(3.5.6) of the EIS does not exist. The mangrove wetland section is 3.5.2 
of the EIS. Many of the areas in the assessment were historic project 
components and have now been removed. 
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BC 6 Broward Co. 

The cost estimates for coral mitigation are not 
consistent with costs incurred by the County 
for similar projects. The mitigation plan 
(Table 8, page 33) lists the cost for artificial 
reef creation, without coral transplantation, as 
$588,524 per acre. In 2003, Broward County 
implemented a shallow water reef creation 
project without coral transplantation at a cost 
of $675,000/acre. Staff recommends 
consulting with local marine contractors to 
obtain a more accurate estimate to help 

CC 
Costs have been re-evaluated in conjunction with NMFS and data from 
local contractors. 

ensure mitigation requirements may be 
properly accounted for, and budgeted, in the 
planning phases of the project. A more likely 
range of per acre mitigation costs is between 
$800,000 and $1 million. Staff is aware of a 
project currently underway in St. Lucie 
County where the unit cost is approximately 
$833,000/acre. 

BC 7 Broward Co. 

The HEA input parameters are inconsistent 
with typical resource recovery. The HEA 
inputs assume that the damaged reef will 
recover to a 15% level of service in 50 years 
and the artificial boulder mitigation will 
recover to a 100% level of service. However, 
the proposed dredging project will remove the 
reef framework and in the case of the outer 
reef, create rubble bottom, therefore making 
full recovery unlikely. In addition, mature 

PC 
HEA assumptions and parameters have been re-evaluated in 
conjunction with NMFS, and new calculations have been completed. 

artificial reefs do not provide the same 
services as a natural reef. Therefore, staff 
recommends changing recovery time inputs 
for outer reef impacts from 50 years to "in 
perpetuity'' and adjusting recovery service 
level inputs for boulder mitigation to less than 
100%. 
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 BC 8 Broward Co. 

Coral Reef mitigation sites may inhibit future 
County projects. The Mitigation 
Requirements for Hard bottom Resources 
Associated with Port Everglades Harbor 
Navigation Improvements (page 36, section 
6.4.2, 2nd paragraph) contemplates utilizing 
existing artificial reef sites permitted by 
Broward County's Natural Resource Planning 
and Management Division (NRPMD). 
Obtaining permits for these existing artificial 
reef sites required considerable effort by 
NRPMD; therefore, staff is concerned that 
their use by this project may entail the 
repetition of past permitting efforts in order to 
obtain new mitigation sites and/or possibly 
require the relocation of previously required 
mitigation. In addition, an alternative (Figure 
8, page 39) proposes the use of sand borrow 
sites for mitigation which may adversely affect 
future beach nourishment projects. Staff 
recommends that the USACE coordinate with 
local and state regulatory agencies to identify 
additional sites for proposed mitigation. 

NC 

The Corps will work with Broward county to place the artificial reefs 
while not impeding the County's sand resources and artificial reef 
program, within the limitations of the exclusion zone from the Navy and 
in the proper water depths. The former borrow sites were chosen based 
on the Broward County Shore Protection Project that stated some of the 
borrow areas were depleted of sand and not available for future 
nourishment and the Florida SAND study that confirmed this by 
identifying these borrow sites as "depleted" in the ROSS database. 
Based on these classifications, USACE determined it was better to place 
the reefs in areas which could not be used as a sand source for beach 
projects than on a sandy plain that could be identified as a future sand 
source. 
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 BC 9 Broward Co. 

The EIS uses a Discount Rate of 0% rather 
than the previously agreed upon 3%. The 
Draft Comprehensive Mitigation Plan 
(Appendix E-2, page 23, section 4.6.3) uses 
a discount rate of 0% with the explanation 
that no discounting should occur on a federal 
water resources project as indicated in OMB 
circulars A-4 and A-94. Staffs review of the 
referenced circulars and "Economic and 
Environmental Principles and Guidelines ... " 
found no mention of the required 0% discount 
rate. Rather 3% and 7% were used often as 
examples of acceptable discount rates. The 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) {1999 Discounting 
and the Treatment of Uncertainty in Natural 
Resource Damage Assessment. 

NC 

Federal water resource development projects covered under the 
"Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and 
Related Land Resources Implementation Studies" (P&G), are limited by 
the statement "monetary or NED outputs are discounted". This means 
environmental outputs from HEA are not authorized to be discounted for 
any project covered by the P&G (published through the Council on 
Environmental Quality/Office of the White House). pg E-154 c(1) 
[CE/ICA procedures] of the Engineering Regulations 1105-2-100 -
"Ecosystem restoration outputs are not discounted, but should be 
computed on an average annual basis, taking into consideration that the 
outputs achieved are likely to vary over time." Specifically OMB Circular 
A-94 states "Specifically exempted from the scope of this Circular are 
decisions concerning water resource projects (guidance for which is the 
approved Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for 
Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies These 
requirements prevent USACE from discounting the HEA. 

BC 9cont. Broward Co. 

Damage Assessment and Restoration 
Program, Damage Assessment Center, 
Resource Valuation Branch. Technical Paper 
99-1. Silver Spring, MD, February) uses a 
discount rate of 3%. This represents the 
public's preference toward having a 
restoration project in the present year, rather 
than waiting until next year. In meetings for 
previous drafts of the EIS, the USACE agreed 
that 3% was appropriate while some agency 
staff argued for 6%. 

NC 

Although USACE originally submitted the HEA with a 3%, during model 
review and HQ policy review, it was determined that the use of a 3% 
discount rate was not compliant with USACE and OMB policy as the 
HEA was deemed to be an ecosystem model because the outputs from 
the model were not monetary, per the previously referenced documents, 
a 0% discount rate must be used. Additionally, USACE+H120HQ 
publishes guidance on discounting to the Districts each fiscal year.  The 
cover page of this document states: "The P&G states discounting is to 
be use to convert future monetary values to present values." 
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BC 10 Broward Co. 

Recommendation for Hard bottom/Reef 
Mitigation. The USACE-preferred type of 
mitigation proposed for impacts to hard 
bottom and reef habitats may not be the 
preferred option by other federal agencies or 
local regulatory/resource agencies (Section 
6.2, Item 8, of the CMP/ICA). The type and 
amount offered by USACE appears to have 
the best benefit-to-cost ratio but this 
evaluation may be based on an 
underestimate of the costs for mitigation per 
acre as outlined in comment #6 above. 

PC 
Costs have been re-evaluated in conjunction with NMFS and data from 
local contractors, and mitigaiton options have been re-evaluated using 
the new costs. 

Broward County, as the local project sponsor, 
may be liable for any costs beyond those of 
the "Best Buy'' option if another option is 
selected, including that presented by 
NOAA/NMFS in the DEIS. 

BC 10 cont. Broward Co. 

It is Broward County's opinion that portions of 
the presented NOAA/NMFS mitigation plan in 
the DEIS may not be considered appropriate 
in-kind project mitigation; however, some of 
the concepts could be considered in the final 
mitigation plan wherein various mitigation 
options are considered. It is our 
recommendation that the final selected coral 
mitigation strategy include a blend of various 
mitigation options, such as, artificial reef 
creation using rock/boulder and modules 
along with coral transplants; artificial reef 
placement on the existing "tire reef'; the 
potential restoration of historic grounding 
sites using coral transplants; and the 
possibility of including a test site for coral 
propagation from in-water and land-based 
nurseries. 

PC 
USACE and NOAA have jointly developed a "blended" mitigation plan 
utilizing elements of a few of the other plans. This alternative is now the 
preferred mitigation alternative for the project. 

1 n/a City Deerfield 
Beach K. Klopp n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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2 n/a 
Broward Co. 
Commission 
District 9 

D. Holness n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

3 n/a 

Downtown 
Development 
Authority Fort 
Lauderdale 

C. Wren/ 
E. Van 
Zandt 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

4 n/a Merrill Lynch N.J. Demos n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

5 n/a 
Centerpoint 
Construction 
Corp. 

C. Willard n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

6 n/a 
Keith and 
Associates, 
Inc. 

S. High n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

7 n/a 
MVM 
Development 
Services, Inc. 

M. Vonder 
Meulen n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

8 n/a Castle Group J. Donnely n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

9 n/a N. 
Lazowick n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

10 n/a 
Keith and 
Associates, 
Inc. 

D. Langel n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

11 n/a Apricot Office 
Interiors B. Bernard n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

12 n/a E. Keith n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

13 n/a 
Keith and 
Associates, 
Inc. 

J. Messick n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

14 n/a 
Greater Fort 
Lauderdale 
Alliance 

P. Shaffer n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

15 1 

Dept of Port 
Everglades/ 
David Miller 
and 
Associates/ 
Dial Cordy and 
Associates 

J. Evert List of 
Tables 

The List of Tables of the DEIS requires re-
formatting so that it is easier to read page 
numbers. 

CC Completed 
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15 2 

Dept of Port 
Everglades/ 
David Miller 
and 
Associates/ 
Dial Cordy and 
Associates 

J. Evert 1.0 
Does Figure 1 comprise the actual existing 
project area, or does the figure require 
updating? 

NC No changes necessary. 

15 3 

Dept of Port 
Everglades/ 
David Miller 
and 
Associates/ 
Dial Cordy and 
Associates 

J. Evert 1.0 

Figure 2 (Port Everglades Authorized Depths) 
should include notation for existing 
overdepths/squat for each of the federal 
reaches. 

NC Squat and other depth issues are discussed in the FS/main report. 

15 4 

Dept of Port 
Everglades/ 
David Miller 
and 
Associates/ 
Dial Cordy and 
Associates 

J. Evert 1.0 Figure 3 should be replaced if a figure with 
better resolution could be found/created. CC It has been enlarged to see text easier 

15 5 

Dept of Port 
Everglades/ 
David Miller 
and 
Associates/ 
Dial Cordy and 
Associates 

J. Evert 3.5.6 

The wetland delineation for the mangrove 
habitats in the impact area and adjacent 
areas (Section 3.5.6 in the Draft EIS) is very 
out-of-date. These areas should be 
delineated again in order to better determine 
the precise extent of impacts, and resulting 
mitigation burden on the ongoing West Lake 
Park habitat improvement 
project. 

NC 
Mangrove impacts were updated based on new aerial photography and 
an assessment conducted by staff of JUL park 

15 6 

Dept of Port 
Everglades/ 
David Miller 
and 
Associates/ 
Dial Cordy and 
Associates 

J. Evert 4.4.2.2 

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
may disagree with USACE’s analysis of the 
extent of hardbottom/ reef habitats (Section 
4.4.2.2 of the Draft EIS), and which impacts 
should result in additional compensatory 
mitigation (possibly, rock/rubble habitat within 
the existing federal channel). 

NR 
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15 7 

Dept of Port 
Everglades/ 
David Miller 
and 
Associates/ 
Dial Cordy and 
Associates 

J. Evert CMP/ICA 
Section 4.1 

NMFS may also disagree with the amount of 
mitigation provided for seagrass impacts 
(Section 4.1 of the Draft Comprehensive 
Mitigation Plan and Incremental Cost 
Analysis, or “CMP/ICA”). They may contend 
that any area where there has ever been 
seagrasses since initial surveys were 
conducted in the late 1990’s should be 
considered impact areas if within the 
footprint, even if no seagrass is currently 
known from such areas. 

NR 

15 8 

Dept of Port 
Everglades/ 
David Miller 
and 
Associates/ 
Dial Cordy and 
Associates 

J. Evert CMP/ICA 
Section 6.2 

The USACE-preferred type of mitigation 
proposed for impacts to hardbottom and reef 
habitats may not be preferred by other federal 
agencies or local regulatory/resource 
agencies (Section 6.2, Item 8, of the 
CMP/ICA). The type and amount offered by 
USACE appears to be have the best benefit 
to cost ratio; the local sponsor may be liable 
for any costs beyond those of the Best Buy 
option if another option is selected, 
including the option designed by NMFS. 

NC Mitigation plan has been revised into a hybrid plan with NOAA. 

16 n/a J. Carter n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

17 n/a 
Danielle H. 
Bratek, Esq. 
LLC 

D. Bratek n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

18 n/a Stiles Property 
Management 

K. 
Sherman n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

19 n/a 
Rick Case 
Automotive 
Group 

R. Case n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

20 n/a DPPS 
Company Ltd D. Carter n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

21 n/a 
First Southeast 
Mortgage 
Corporation 

S. Roberts n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

22 n/a Mahoney & 
Associates 

B. 
Mahoney n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

23 n/a C. Rotolo n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

24 n/a 
Seafreight 
Agencies 
(USA) Inc. 

R. Malins-
Smith n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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25 1 Stiles Property 
Management J. Lis n/a 

Support project and proposed approach by 
NOAA to use funds to grow and replace 
corals "up and down the Broward coastline". 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

26 1 Florida East 
Coast Railway R. Jones n/a 

Support project and proposed approach by 
NOAA to use funds to grow and replace 
corals "up and down the Broward coastline". 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

27 n/a Phoenix Real 
Estate Group K. Spicer n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

28 n/a Allied Steel 
Buildings Inc. M. Lassner n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

29 n/a M. Kurtz n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

30 n/a 

Coral Springs 
Economic 
Development 
Foundation 

P. Cawley n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

31 n/a Mink & Mink, 
Inc. D. Mink n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

32 n/a M. Butters n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

33 n/a DeVry 
University J. Pedron n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

34 n/a D. Siegel n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

35 n/a Balfour Beatty 
US C. Glass n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

36 n/a Holland 
America Line E. Curtiss n/a 

Support project and noted burning of 
additional fuel while ships wait for 
tides/berths. 

NR With implementation of the TSP, burning of additional fuels by ships 
waiting for appropriate tides to enter the harbor will be reduced 

37 n/a Family Central, 
Inc. K. Praitano n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

38 n/a Universal 
Travel J. Carrie n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

39 n/a B. 
Sheridan n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

40 n/a 
R. 
Oestreiche 
r 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

41 n/a 
L. 
Oestreiche 
r 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

42 n/a J. Tidwell n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

43 n/a D. O'Shea n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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44 n/a 
Harbor Beach 
Marriott Resort 
and Spa 

J. Marsella n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

45 n/a M. Yianilos n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

46 n/a 
Nova 
Southeastern 
University 

A. Fischler n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

47 n/a City Furniture K. Koenig n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

48 n/a Advanced 
Roofing, Inc. 

R. 
Kornahren 
s 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

49 n/a The Abdo 
Companies J. Abdo n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

50 1 J. Carlson n/a 

"John U. Lloyd State Park and points 
south—not shown—have been sand starved 
as a result. If you want a deep water port, you 
then have the obligation to by-pass the 
natural littoral sand flow to the southern 
shores. Pushing it offshore or into the inlet is 
also an unnatural consequence of inaction. A 
by-pass mechanism should be installed 
concurrently with a dredging of the inlet for 
these reasons." [Photos attached] 

NC 

Port Everglades and its jetties are a barrier to littoral transport, but this 
impact occurred in 1927 when the inlet was blasted and the jetties were 
constructed. Deepening the Outer Entrance Channel (OEC) and Inner 
Entrance Channel (IEC) has no impact on the current littoral transport 
rates; therefore no mitigation measures are appropriate. However, the 
County is presently investigating sand bypassing alternatives 
independent of this project. 

51 1 Broward 
Workshop 

R. 
Kornahren 
s 

n/a 

"I strongly recommend the Port widening and 
deepening project should be approved with 
the input NOAA has put in front of you as well 
as from Dr. Dick Dodge from Nova 
University’s recommendations." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

52 n/a 
Broward 
Legislative 
Delegation 

E. Sobel n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

53 n/a Marcus & 
Millichap K. Felici n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

54 n/a 
Florida 
International 
Terminal, LLC 

L. Pinochet n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

55 n/a 

DeRose 
Design 
Consultants, 
Inc. 

L. DeRose n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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56 n/a Stiles Property 
Management P. Marco n/a [Requested public meeting information] NR Website link was provided via email 

57 n/a Paradise Bank P. McNally n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

58 n/a Peterson Fuel 
Delivery E. Rahn n/a 

General in favor of project, and "supporting 
the NOAA plan to 
grow and replace corals up and down the 
Broward County Coastline and to afford 
NOAA a leadership and responsibility role in 
mitigation design and implementation" 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

59 n/a L. Apicella n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

60 n/a Jones Lang 
LaSalle J. Cahlin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

61 n/a Flashback 
Diner T. Amanna n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

62 n/a 
Transworld 
Business 
Advisors, LLC 

A. 
Cagnetta n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

63 n/a R. Ramos n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

64 n/a 

Greater 
Hollywood 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

A. Hotte n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

65 n/a G. 
Jiovenetta n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

66 n/a S. Martin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

67 n/a J. 
Valentine n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

68 n/a 

Broward 
Workforce 
Development 
Board, The 
Workforce One 
Council of 
Elected 
Officials 
and 
WorkForce 
One 
Employment 
Solution 

R. Parilla n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

69 n/a K. Turner n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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70 n/a 

Specialty Care 
Center & 
Clinica de Las 
Americas 

A. 
Campbell n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

71 n/a D. 
Weinstock n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

72 n/a Right 
Management R. Shea n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

73 n/a G. Merle n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

74 n/a 
Strategic 
Philanthropy 
Inc. 

K. Vitale n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

75 n/a T. 
Jennings n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

76 n/a F. Herhold n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

77 n/a City of Sunrise A. Cohen n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

78 n/a A. 
Taubman n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

79 n/a Post Haste 
Travel S. Berman n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

80 n/a 
Miller 
Construction 
Co. 

H. Miller n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

81 n/a Marcus & 
Millichap R. Shaw n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

82 n/a M. Long n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
83 n/a S. Taylor n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
84 n/a J. Neff n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

85 n/a R. Rogers n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

86 n/a J. Hansen n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

87 n/a A. Soule n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

88 n/a A. Zalkind n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

89 n/a 
B. 
Somerstei 
n 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

90 n/a Starmark L. Linero n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
91 n/a D. Eagon n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

92 n/a 
Greater Fort 
Lauderdale 
Alliance 

R. Drew n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

93 n/a D. Coyle n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
94 n/a K. Bighof n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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95 n/a M. Gunther n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

96 n/a City of Sunrise L. Sandora n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

97 n/a 
Florida 
Wetlands 
Bank 

G. Platt n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

98 n/a T. Perrodin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

99 n/a 
United Way of 
Broward 
County 

D. Wallace n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

100 n/a M. Myers n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
101 n/a P. Baraya n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
102 n/a N. Adams n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
103 n/a R. Karlin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
104 n/a S. Palmer n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

105 n/a Anonymou 
s 1 n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

106 n/a 
Greater Fort 
Lauderdale 
Alliance 

D. 
Coddingto 
n 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

107 n/a K. Canug n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
108 n/a T. Moore n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

109 n/a L. Pinochet n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

110 n/a K. Stiles n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

111 n/a 
J. 
McDonoug 
h 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

112 n/a D. Chanon n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

113 n/a R. Ferrera n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

114 n/a L. Jackson n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

115 n/a B. Kutain n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

116 n/a B. 
Ridgway n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

117 n/a Gray Robinson G. Cooper n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

118 n/a B. Boies n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

119 n/a M. 
Dicosimo n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

120 n/a Starmark P. 
Nordeen n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

121 n/a L. Cohen-
Anderson n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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122 1 D. Barbour Concerns regarding sand bypass NC 

Port Everglades and its jetties are a barrier to littoral transport, but this 
impact occurred in 1927 when the inlet was blasted and the jetties were 
constructed. Deepening the Outer Entrance Channel (OEC) and Inner 
Entrance Channel (IEC) has no impact on the current littoral transport 
rates; therefore no mitigation measures are appropriate. However, the 
County is presently investigating sand bypassing alternatives 
independent of this project. 

123 n/a W. 
Anderson n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

124 n/a M. Roca n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
125 n/a P. Daltner n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
126 n/a B. Circe n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

127 n/a J. Hertnett n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

128 n/a G. Bove n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

129 n/a Broward 
Workforce One B. Chen n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

130 BLANK 

131 n/a Kaufman 
Rossin M. Moore n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

132 1 S. Clark n/a Loss of sea fans due to Aspergillis; overall 
decline of reefs 

NC 

USACE recognizes that many bacterial contaminants are delivered 
through the inlet to the reefs, but it has no authority to stop the flow of 
water from south Florida agricultural lands and urban areas to the open 
ocean. However, regarding actions under the jurisdiction of the USACE: 
it proposes to perform mitigation actions that will compensate for the 
loss of any reef function due to direct and indirect effects of the 
proposed action. 

133 1 H. 
Benedict n/a Concerns regarding blasting and structural 

effects 
NC 

Blasting methods being employed today have been proven to have few 
to no impacts to surrounding areas. Specific blasting methods will be at 
the discretion of the contractor. However, factors including potential 
environmental and structural impacts will be evaluated and safeguards 
applied during the development of the construction contract to which the 
contractor must adhere. 

134 n/a Broward 
County 

S. 
McDonald n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

135 n/a E. 
Rosenblatt n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

136 n/a 

Research 
Triangle at 
Florida Atlantic 
University 

A. Duffell n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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137 n/a Bank of 
America M. Fortin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

138 n/a R. Vitale n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

139 n/a 

Port 
Everglades 
Pilots 
Association 

D. 
McAuliffe n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

140 n/a 

Port 
Everglades 
Advocacy 
Team 

T. Stiles n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

141 n/a M. 
McLeroy n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

142 n/a Premier 
Beverage B. Drinon n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

143 n/a Greenspoon 
Marder 

G. 
Greenspoo 
n 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

144 n/a Broward 
County  S. Tinsley n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

145 n/a Bradford 
Marine G. Douglas n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

146 n/a D. Watt n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

147 n/a E. 
Grainger n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

148 n/a B. Hanley n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
149 n/a Robin Law S. Robin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

150 n/a Princess 
Cruises S. Nielsen n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

151 n/a 
Beach 
Vacation 
Rentals 

E. 
Fitzgerald n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

152 n/a T. Levy n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
153 n/a G. White n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

154 n/a 
Miami 
Association of 
Realtors 

J. Dohm n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

155 n/a J. 
Rodrigues n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

156 n/a 
Florida 
International 
Terminal, LLC 

J. Diaz n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

157 n/a J. 
Livingway n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

158 n/a M. Finn n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
159 n/a P. Webb n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
160 n/a S. Kane n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

48 



 

 

 

161 n/a 
ULI Southeast 
Florida/Caribb 
ean 

C. 
Coleman n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

162 1 
Florida 
Wetlands 
Bank 

G. Platt n/a 

[General in favor of project] and "supporting 
the NOAA plan to 
grow and replace corals up and down the 
coastline in Broward County..." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

163 n/a 
Jones Lang 
LaSalle 
Americas, Inc. 

S. 
Anderson n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

164 n/a City of 
Miramar N. Gettys n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

165 n/a L. Goetz n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
166 n/a M. Fafard n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
167 n/a ComRes Inc. M. Welin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

168 1 
J. 
Cunningha 
m 

Please consider utilizing a blend of mitigation 
options 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

169 n/a G. Lago n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

170 1 
Greater Fort 
Lauderdale 
Alliance 

B. Swindell n/a 
[General in favor of project]; and "We ask that 
you consider utilizing a blend of mitigation 
options…": 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

171 n/a 
Museum of 
Discovery and 
Science 

P. Flynn n/a 

"the mitigation options are reasonable and 
practical. At the Museum of Discovery and 
Science, we have one of the largest indoor 
Coral Reef exhibits in the world. A major 
feature of this exhibit is an artificial coral reef, 
which we have built with concrete building 
blocks and upon which a thriving coral reef 
has developed, largely from transplanted 
corals. Clearly that can be replicated in the 
ocean,..." 

NR n/a 

172 n/a G. Boue n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
173 n/a R. Cruz n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
174 n/a T. Kates n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

175 n/a T. 
Wyoming n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

176 n/a B. Boies n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

177 n/a 
Greater Fort 
Lauderdale 
Alliance 

G. Bulfin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

178 n/a T. Morris n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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179 n/a A. Brown n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

180 n/a 
Lifestyle 
Magazine 
Group 

G. Press n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

181 n/a Jones Lang 
LaSalle A. Jackson n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

182 n/a R. Stein n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

183 n/a ANF Group N. 
Fernandez n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

184 1 

Point of 
America 
Condo 
Association 

C. Ashley n/a 

"We strongly recommend that a thorough 
study be conducted on the impact that 
blasting my have on local residents including 
the stresses to building foundations as well 
as to well and piping systems." 

NC Please see response to Source 133, Comment 1 above. 

184 2 

Point of 
America 
Condo 
Association 

C. Ashley n/a 

"a.) Operations to achieve the proposed 
enlargement of the Port, i.e., the time periods 
involved and the effect to residents' right to 
the peaceful enjoyment of their properties" 

NC 

As dredging will occur in existing Port channels and basins, which 
already experience heavy vessel traffic, and construction elements will 
occur in the southern portion of the Port away from private homes, there 
should be no significant change to residents' current enjoyment of their 
properties. 

184 3 

Point of 
America 
Condo 
Association 

C. Ashley n/a 

"c.) the impact to private and public beaches 
from dirt, debris and other problems 
associated with 
such operations." 

NC 

Dredging will occurr in existing Port channels and basins. Guidelines 
regarding potential impacts will be established as part of the contracting 
process at a later phase of the project. As periodic maintenance 
dredging of the Port in these same areas has not resulted in such 
adverse impacts to public beaches, it is not expected that any adverse 
impacts will occur due to the proposed project. 

184 4 

Point of 
America 
Condo 
Association 

C. Ashley n/a 

"d.) the impact to swimming and other 
recreational activities, such as sailing, fishing 
and other water 
sports." 

NC 

The proposed action will not have any effects on swimming, sailing, 
fishing, and other water sports, as these activities (except sailing) are 
not permitted within the federal channel. Movements of vessels such as 
sailboats and recreational vessels will be subject to local and state 
regulations, but may be subject to delays, but these are not expected to 
be much longer than delays would be during maintenance dredging 
activities in the inner harbor. 

184 5 

Point of 
America 
Condo 
Association 

C. Ashley n/a "e.) air quality impacts from such operations." NC Air quality impacts have been fully evaluated in Section 4.0 of the EIS 

184 6 

Point of 
America 
Condo 
Association 

C. Ashley n/a 

"f.) the impact to local residents that may 
occur because of the destruction of coral reef 
formations that tend to minimize the strength 
and intensity of storms and hurricanes." 

NC 

The depth of reef systems determines whether they influence storm 
wave magnitude. Shallow reefs can cause large waves to break before 
reaching shore, resulting in lesser wave conditions. It is only the 
shallow reefs that have a significant impact. At Port Everglades the two 
relic reefs nearest to shore (shallowest) will not be altered enough to 
impact hurricane waves. The third relic reef (outermost) is at a depth of 
approximately 45ft. A reef at -45ft will allow waves as great as 36 feet to 
pass over without breaking. 
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184 7 

Point of 
America 
Condo 
Association 

C. Ashley n/a 

"g.) the potential obstruction to local 
residents' views of the harbor and waterways 
due to the use 
and quantity of heavy equipment." 

NC Please see response to Source 184, Comment 2 above. 

184 8 

Point of 
America 
Condo 
Association 

C. Ashley n/a 

"propose reasonable responses and effective 
relief from any damage caused by the Port 
enlargement operations. To this point, we 
would suggest the appropriate authorities 
bond their operations or create a fund to 
compensate affected property owners and 
residents" 

NC 

It is unclear what "damage" is being referred to. Damage to private 
residences is not expected as dredging will occur in established 
channels and construction elements will occur well away from private 
residences. Potential Environmental and structural impacts will be 
evaluated and safeguarded against as part of the contracting process.   
Damage caused directly by a contractor will be the responsibility of that 
contractor. 

185 n/a City of 
Lauderhill E. Wooten n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

186 n/a C. 
Webster n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

187 n/a Right 
Management T. Shea n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

188 n/a R. Wessel n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

189 n/a J. 
Blomquist n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

190 n/a J. Currin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

191 n/a WorkForce 
One 

J. 
Bennings n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

192 n/a P. Figg n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

193 n/a Marcus & 
Millichap C. Everett n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

194 n/a K. Jones n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
195 n/a S. Guerin n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

196 n/a Starmark P. 
Nordeen n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

197 n/a B. Calhoun n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

198 n/a B. Cusack n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

199 1 
Nova 
Southeastern 
University 

G. 
Hanbury 

[General in favor of project] and "I 
recommend the NOAA proposed mitigation 
plan that is an integral part of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. NOAA’s 
program involves replacing lost three-
dimensionality and growing and replacing 
corals on damaged and degraded reefs. The 
Corps should afford NOAA leadership and 
responsibility in mitigation design and 
implementation." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

200 n/a J. Altman n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
201 n/a F. Kaub n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
202 n/a A. Lynch n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

51 



 

203 n/a J. Farrell n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

204 1 Stiles Property 
Management 

G. 
Kimmelma 
n 

n/a [General in favor of project] and "Please 
consider utilizing a blend of mitigation..." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

205 n/a R. Dressler n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

206 n/a 
Broward 
County 
Commission 

C. 
LaMarca n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

207 n/a D. Slater n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

208 n/a B. 
Ridgway n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

209 1 

Everglades 
House 
Condominium 
s 

N. Weber n/a 

"We strongly recommend that a thorough 
study be conducted on the impact that 
blasting my have on local residents including 
the stresses to building foundations and 
infrastructure." 

NC Please see response to Source 133, Comment 1 above. 

209 2 

Everglades 
House 
Condominium 
s 

N. Weber n/a 
"the impact to private and public beaches 
from dirt, debris and other problems 
associated with such operations." 

NC Please see response to Source 184, Comment 3 above. 

209 3 

Everglades 
House 
Condominium 
s 

N. Weber n/a 
"the impact to swimming and other 
recreational activities, such as sailing, fishing 
and other water sports." 

NC 

Dredging and construction will occur in or directly adjacent to existing 
Port channels. Constraints on swimming and other recreational 
activities will not be different than those that already exist at an active, 
heavily trafficked Port. 

209 4 

Everglades 
House 
Condominium 
s 

N. Weber n/a "air quality impacts from such operations." NC 
Air quality during dredging and construction operations is not expected 
to differ from air quality normally associated with daily Port activities. 

209 5 

Everglades 
House 
Condominium 
s 

N. Weber n/a 

"the impact to local residents that may occur 
because of the destruction of coral reef 
formations that tend to minimize the strength 
and intensity of storms and hurricanes." 

NC Please see response to Source 184, Comment 6 above. 

209 6 

Everglades 
House 
Condominium 
s 

N. Weber n/a 

"propose reasonable responses and effective 
relief from any damage caused by the Port 
enlargement operations. To this point, we 
would suggest the appropriate authorities 
bond their operations or create a fund to 
compensate affected property owners and 
residents" 

NC Please see response to Source 184, Comment 8 above. 

52 



210 n/a R. Jackson n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

211 1 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

"Port Everglades is a complete barrier to 
littoral transport, both studies fail to recognize 
this condition as an environmental impact" 

NC See response to Source 50, Comment 1 above. 

211 2 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

"Both studies fail to acknowledge the historic 
lack of effective sand bypassing or propose 
future 
alternatives to mitigate impacts to the 
downdrift shoreline" 

NC See response to Source 50, Comment 1 above. 

211 3 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

"The study does not specifically address the 
potential for beneficial use of beach 
compatible dredge spoil to mitigate downdrift 
impacts" 

NC 

Only a fraction of the dredged material is expected to comprise beach-
quality sand (based on geotechnical analysis) that could be used for 
renourishment of down-drift beaches, and separation of that material for 
use is not practicable. 

211 4 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

"changes to the inlet system will have 
potential adverse environmental and 
economic impacts to downdrift communities. 
Beaches are buffers from storm protection 
and serve as the basis of tourism revenues 
for beachfront communities south of the inlet. 
The costs for maintaining a healthy beach 
system and the burdens of those costs on the 
downdrift communities must be evaluated as 
part of the process." 

NC See response to Source 50, Comment 1 above. 

211 5 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

pg iv. "The study did not include consideration of 
impacts to downdrift beaches." 

NC See response to Source 50, Comment 1 above. 

211 6 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

2.9.4 "Section fails to consider potential beneficial 
use of beach compatible sand" 

NC See response to Source 211, Comment 3 above. 

211 7 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

3. 7.2.3 "Section fails to state impact of inlet (erosion) of downdrift turtle nesting habitat." 
PC 
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211 8 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

4.5.5.2 

"Section states "USACE has reviewed all of 
the potential effects of the project on turtles 
protected under the ESA" This study did not 
consider impacts to adjacent turtle nesting 
habitat or the potential for beneficial use of 
compatible dredge spoil to minimize 
impacts." 

PC 

211 9 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

4.29.2 
"Section fails to identify lack of sand 
bypassing within past, present and future 
actions." 

NC See response to Source 50, Comment 1 above. 

211 10 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

4.29.2 

"Section fails to identify lack of beneficial use 
of compatible dredge spoil to mitigate inlet 
impacts within past, present and future 
actions." 

NC 

Only a fraction of the dredged material is expected to comprise beach 
quality sand (based on geotechnical analysis) that could be used for 
renourishment of down-drift beaches, and separation of that material for 
use is not practicable. Should future maintenance material contain 
beach quality sand, beach disposal will become a viable alternative.  
However for feasibility study purposes ODMDS disposal costs must be 

211 11 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

4.29.5 
Resources 
Not Likely 
...Affected. 
Geology 
and 

Sediments. 

"The statement that "there would be no 
cumulative adverse effect on the geology or 
coastal sediment budget transfer for the area" 
is incorrect. The current plan prescribes the 
disposal of all material including future 
maintenance material within the ODMDS. 
This will permanently remove sand from the 
coastal system and is a cumulative effect." 

NC 

Should future maintenance material contain beach quality sand, beach 
placement will become a viable alternative, as has been done previously 
in 2005 and 2013. However, for feasibility study purposes, ODMDS 
disposal costs must be addressed should maintenance material not 
adhere to FDEP beach quality specifications. 

211 12 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

4.29.5. 
Resources 
Not Likely 
... Adjacent 
Properties. 

"Document states that "it is not likely that any 
additional impacts to adjacent 
properties will occur within the foreseeable 
future projects." This statement is incorrect. 
Placement of all material within the ODMDS 
with no bypassing of material will 
permanently remove sand from the coastal 
system and is a cumulative effect." 

NC 

Presently there is no natural sand bypassing of material to be impacted. 
Manual bypassing exists only if maintenance dredging produces 
materials that meet strict beach quality standards. If future maintenance 
materials meet beach quality standards then beach placement is the 
preferred disposal option. However, for feasibility study purposes, 
ODMDS disposal costs must be addressed should maintenance 
material not adhere to FDEP beach quality specifications. 

211 13 City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

Florida 
Coastal 
Zone 

Consistenc 
y. 1. Ch 
161. 

"this plan is contrary to specific provisions of 
Florida Statute 161, the adopted Inlet 
Management Plan, and the Strategic Beach 
Management Plan (SBMP)" 

NC The current study plan is compliant will all applicable provisions. 

212 n/a Broward 
County K. George n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

213 n/a R. Landers n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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214 1 Becker & 
Poliakoff J. Diaz n/a 

[General in favor of project] and "recommend 
supporting the NOAA plan to grow and 
replace corals up and down the Broward 
County Coastline and to afford NOAA a 
leadership and responsibility role in 
mitigation design and implementation" 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

215 1 Shutts & 
Bowen LLP B. Barry n/a 

[General in favor of project] and "recommend 
supporting the NOAA plan to grow and 
replace corals up and down Broward 
County's Coastline and NOAA should take a 
leadership role in mitigation design and 
implementation" 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

216 1 D. Gilliam 

"This [NOAA] plan needs to be incorporated 
as part of the total project mitigation, and 
NOAA needs to be the lead federal agency 
implementing the mitigation efforts." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

216 2 D. Gilliam 

"This information [location of nearest A. 
cervicornis colonies) is not correct and is 
actually contradicted in the very next 
paragraph where the Gilliam and Walker 
(2011) survey is cited...The nearest A. 
cervicornis colonies to the project area are 
approximately 150m..." 

NC 
Over 150 m away from the footprint is correct: we cannot locate the error 
as stated. 

216 3 D. Gilliam Figure 61 "Figure 61 is not from a USACE sponsored survey!" CC Thank you for the correction. 

216 4 D. Gilliam "many of the references cited are older 
version of monitoring reports" NC 

The newer survey results did not change the conclusions in the EIS; the 
citations are still valid. 

216 5 D. Gilliam "Many of the citations in the reference section 
are incorrect" NC Without additonal information, it is difficult to make corrections. 

216 6 D. Gilliam 

"To include reef habitat below the targeted 
‐57 ft in the direct impact area seems like 
such a reasonable approach it is extremely 
difficult to understand how reasonable 
professionals would do otherwise." 

PC 
Impacts below -57 are included in the rubble movement assessment of 
the impacts analyzed in Section 4.0 

216 7 D. Gilliam 

"Why is there a limit to the number of 
colonies proposed to be relocated? How was 
this maximum number of colonies to be 
relocated determined?" 

PC 
The determination of the number of corals to be relocated is detailed in 
the hardbottom mitigation requirements analysis and the mitigation plan. 
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216 8 D. Gilliam 
"...colonies greater than 5cm should be 
evaluated [for relocation] especially for rarer 
species or those potentially listed under ESA" 

NC 

There is a limit to the practicability of removal of corals down to 5 cm. 
Additionally, coordination with coral relocation specialists confirm that 
corals between 5-10cm in size are more easily broken and thus killed 
during movement. Additionally,in Florida, where corals are subject to 
much higher stress levels (thermal, light, sedimentation), survival levels 
drops off considerably as the corals get smaller in size. Just the simple 
fact that the colony is smaller and with a potentially lower vertical profile 
increases the risk it can be buried by sediment for longer periods of time 
than a larger coral, if attached in areas subject to sediment deposition.  
Also, the number of corals less than 10 cm in diameter is significantly 
higher than the larger corals as demonstrated in USACE 2009) confirms 
that a large percentage of the smaller corals never reach adulthood. The 
goal of a coral relocation plan is to move the reproductive adults to 
ensure no loss in reproductive capacity of the existing reproductive 
colonies. 

216 9 D. Gilliam 

"I find it extremely difficult to understand how 
any reasonable professional would believe 
that there will be no indirect impacts 
associated with this project." 

NC

 The Draft EIS and FInal EIS both provide description of and mitigation 
for indirect effects associated with the project. Section 4.4.2.2 - 
Incidental impacts from significant rubble movement (“Direct Impact 
Component 3”); Indirect impacts; Incidental direct impacts from 
equipment (“Direct Impact Component 2”) in addition to the Direct 
effects analysis. 

216 10 D. Gilliam 
"This DEIS does not provide the 
information necessary to evaluate whether an 
appropriate plan is proposed." 

NC 
USACE cannot respond as it does not know what information the 
commenter would seek to perform an evaluation. 

216 11 D. Gilliam 

"...deployed artificial reef boulders are not 
natural reefs and will never be 
“indistinguishable from natural reef’. This is a 
terrible statement and should be removed." 

NR 

216 12 D. Gilliam 

"There is no appropriate scientific support (or 
any other type of adequate support) that only 
deploying artificial reef boulders will 
compensate for the “full complement of 
services” lost. This strongly argues for the 
inclusion of the NOAA alternative in the 
mitigation plan." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

216 13 D. Gilliam 

"There is no scientific support for artificial 
boulder reefs providing 100% of loss services 
especially in a recovery period of only 30 
years." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

216 14 D. Gilliam 
"Utilizing old Borrow Areas is not an 
appropriate location to replace lost Middle 
reef and Outer reef habitats." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 
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216 15 D. Gilliam 
"Five years is not sufficient time to determine 
the success of artificial boulder reefs as 
mitigation." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

216 16 D. Gilliam 

"How were the mitigation success criteria 
developed (section 6.6)? Why are 75% 
‘species similarity” and 80% similarity in 
percent cover after 5 years used as indication 
of success?" 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

217 n/a City of 
Hollywood P. Bober n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

218 1 B. Walker "Use the impact areas calculated here in the 
HEA to calculate mitigation (see enclosed)." 

CC 

New USACE impact analyses include areas you have identified as not 
previously mapped hardbottom/rock/rubble, as well as calculation of 
areas that may be impacted incidentially immediately downhill from new 
dredging areas. 

218 2 B. Walker "Consider all habitats in the channel as being 
directly impacted by the dredging." NC 

previously dredged channel bottom, and rocks/rubble in the channel 
that may have colonized with some hard corals, soft corals or sponges is 
expected to recolonize after the dredging is complete. This assumption 
is based on the known recolonization of the bottom of the Miami Harbor 
channel from the 1991 dredging to a survey conducted in 2010. 
Resources that have recolonized a federal channel after dredging are 
not mitigated for, based on a policy determination by USACE South 
Atlantic Division, as these resources are deemed not significant due to 
their location in a maintained federal channel. 

218 3 B. Walker 
"Do not use different discount rates in the 
economic model for feasibility and the HEA 
model for mitigation." 

NC 

Federal water resource development projects covered under the 
“Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and 
Related Land Resources Implementation Studies” (P&G), are limited by 
the statement “monetary or NED outputs are discounted”. This means 
environmental outputs from HEA are not authorized to be discounted for 
any project covered by the P&G (published through the Council on 
Environmental Quality/Office of the White House). pg E-154 c(1) 
[CE/ICA procedures] of the Engineering Regulations 1105-2-100 -
"Ecosystem restoration outputs are not discounted, but should be 
computed on an average annual basis, taking into consideration that the 
outputs achieved are likely to vary over time." Specifically OMB Circular 
A-94 states “Specifically exempted from the scope of this Circular are 
decisions concerning water resource projects (guidance for which is the 
approved Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for 
Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies These 
requirements prevent USACE from discounting the HEA. Although 
USACE originally submitted the HEA with a 3%, during model review 
and HQ policy 

57 



 218 4 B. Walker 
"Do not exclusively use boulders for 
mitigation. Include a variety of mitigation 
actions." 

CC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

218 5 B. Walker 
"Update the cumulative impacts section to 
reflect a more accurate depiction of past 
events (see enclosed). 

PC 
the information in Walker 2013 specific to the Port Everglades project 
will be added to the cumulative effects analysis in Section 4.29 of the 
EIS. 

218 6 B. Walker "Dredge without using anchors." NC 

As stated in the EIS (Section 2.9.1) the Corps is restricted from limiting 
competition under the Competition in Contracting Act. This Act requires 
federal agencies to limit how specific specifications are written to 
prevent limiting competition among contractors. This means the EIS 
cannot exclude particular pieces of equipment or dredging methods 
(including anchor deployment outside of the channel) during this phase 
of the project. Due to this legal restriction, the Corps analyzed all of the 
potential construction methodologies in Section 2.9 of the EIS and 
discussed the impacts of each method in Section 4 of the EIS. If no 
difference was likely to occur between different methods, all methods 
were treated the same. A review of the potential effects of anchors 
outside of the channel is included in the EIS. 

218 7 B. Walker "150m buffer around the port is not adequate 
to account for indirect impacts." 

NC 

The 150-meter buffer was developed during inter-agency meetings in 
2007 to include an acknowledgement of the potential for indirect effects 
to the ecosystem associated with turbidity and construction during 
construction. This was based on a few factors - 1) USACE maintains a 
400-foot buffer from dredging projects and nearby hardbottom 
resources during sand mining operations. 2) Peer reviewed literature 
and monitoring plans from previous dredging projects (operations and 
maintenance, sand mining and new construction) all showed that with 
proper turbidity controls (limits at 29-NTU as required by the state of 
Florida DEP permits) and in situ, during construction monitoring, 
impacts to the adjacent resources are minimal or undetectable (Gilliam 
et al 2010; Fisher et al 2011; CSA 1981; CSA 2007). See monitorin plan 
for additional details. 

218 8 B. Walker 
"Account for the increased volume of polluted 
water carried onto the reef by a larger 
channel." 

NC 

The project will not increase the volume of polluted water (i.e., from 
inland sources) to the reef. Enlarged channel cross-sections typically 
decrease water velocities. The rate at which polluted waters enter the 
open ocean may be slowed, but perhaps at an insignificant rate. 

218 9 B. Walker 

"Recalculate the HEA based on Dr. Richard 
Dodge’s HEA assessment, including using a 
3% discount rate and more appropriate 
recovery rates and mitigation cost 
estimations." 

PC 
Please see response to Broward County's comment #9 above regarding 
discount rate. Also, HEA assumptions and mitigation costs have been re 
evaluated in conjunction with NMFS. 
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 218 10 B. Walker "Consider the NOAA NMFS mitigation 
alternative as the primary mitigation plan." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

218 11 B. Walker 
"Do not attempt to conduct the project, then 
determine what impacts occurred, and 
mitigate after the fact." 

NC 

Most impacts are accounted for prior to project. Areas where impacts 
that are not likely to not occur will be examined before as well as after to 
project to determine impacts. It is not fiscally feasible or practicable to 
mitigate for impacts that may or may not occur prior to the occurrence of 
direct and indirect project impacts. 

218 12 B. Walker "...no mapping protocols were provided…" CC Mapping and GIS analysis protocols are now included in the EIS. 

218 13 B. Walker 

"The maps used by the USACE were created 
by NSU for a county‐wide mapping of benthic 
habitats...features less than 1 acre were not 
included in the map…a finer‐scale map 
would have 
produced results more appropriate to 
determine impacts around Port Everglades..." 

NC 
A finer scale analysis has now been conducted based on 2013 
bathymetric imagery. The best available habitat maps have been used. 

218 14 B. Walker 
"Should the HEA tables have used 16.66 
acres?...Some of the discrepancies may have 
been from inexperienced GIS technicians." 

NC 

All GIS analyses have been updated based on new data.The GIS 
technician used for the project has over 25 years of experience; and has 
been working on Port Everglades for over 15 years. If there are any 
errors in the report, it is likely to be the result of a typo or rounding in the 
hundredths place. 

218 15 B. Walker "polygons contained many overlaps and 
gaps" 

PC 
These were due to source data errors, not USACE analyses. Maps have 
been updated. 

218 16 B. Walker "I assume ‐59 to be the appropriate contour to 
allow for comparable results." 

NC No, it is not. 

218 17 B. Walker 

"In 2008, Broward County conducted a repeat 
lidar survey with higher resolution and better 
processing techniques…I performed the 
interpretation….labeled “Previously 
Unmapped Hardbottom/ Boulder” 

PC 
The updated 2013 LADS data set has been incorporated into the 
analysis 

218 18 B. Walker 
"I do not agree that habitats deeper than‐59 ft 
should be excluded from the direct impact 
calculations." 

PC 
USACE has included some additional potential below-dredge impact 
contingencies. 
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218 19 B. Walker 

"Equating it [impacted amount] to a percent 
makes the impacts seem much less….Using 
county‐wide mean coral density (2.6 m‐²) and 
percent cover (3.75%), historically PE 
development has impacted 6,149,000 corals 
equating to 180 acres of live tissue area. 
Using these same numbers, the direct 
impacts for scenario 1 will impact 380,000 
corals with 1.36 acres of live cover and 
scenario 2 will impact 177,000 corals with 
0.63 acres of live cover." 

NC 
USACE cannot use county-wide data, but only data from the impact 
area to determine mitigation. Surveys from the channel area show a 
signficant difference from the general county-wide analysis 

218 20 B. Walker 

"I recommend this section be rewritten to 
reflect a more accurate depiction of 
cumulative impacts on the reefs near Port 
Everglades." 

PC Some of your study data have been included. 

219 1 Florida East 
Coast Railway R. Ledoux 

[General in favor or project] and "NOAA...has 
proposed a reasonable, cost-effective and 
scientifically credible mitigation alternative…" 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

220 n/a 

Florida House 
of 
Representative 
s District 100 

J. Gibbons n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

221 n/a City of 
Hollywood 

C. 
Swanson-
Rivenbark 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

222 n/a P. 
Conness n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

223 n/a Broward 
Workshop K. Boutros n/a [General in favor of project] and "consider 

utilizing a blend of mitigation options…" PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

224 1 R. Dodge n/a 

"Attention needs to be given that the dredging 
along the length of NSU property does not 
damage wharf, seawall, and other 
infrastructure." 

NC 
All precautions will be taken to avoid adverse project impacts, and 
where impacts are unavoidable, mitigation has been included in the 
analysis as required under NEPA. 
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 225 1 R. Dodge 

"I recommend that the NOAA NMFS plan 
become the preferred mitigation plan. It is 
also recommended that NOAA should be 
given responsibility for impact analysis, 
determination of mitigation type and amount, 
and implementation of the resultant program." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

225 2 R. Dodge "Mitigation calculation for Direct Impact from 
Anchors and Cables is omitted." 

CC 
These have now been included in the mitigaiton plan and appendices to 
it. 

225 3 R. Dodge 
"the Appendix E Cost Analysis uses different 
HEA input assumptions for the Direct Impact. 
This is inconsistent and confusing" 

PC Revisions have been made 

225 4 R. Dodge 
"Reef habitat that exists in the dredging area 
will be destroyed below 57’ and needs to be 
included in the Direct Impact area." 

PC These areas have been accounted for and will be addressed. 

225 5 R. Dodge 
"The statement clearly indicates that the 
current project under consideration is exempt 
from the “no discounting” rule." 

NC USACE is following published Federal guidance regarding discounting. 

225 6 R. Dodge 

"It is noted that the Corps uses a Discount 
Rate of 3.75% in their Economic Analysis in 
the DEIS. They should be using a minimum 
of 3% in their HEA and to be consistent they 
should use a discount rate of 3.75%." 

NC USACE is following published Federal guidance regarding discounting. 

225 7 R. Dodge 
"artificial reefs, including those composed of 
boulders, are not equivalent to those of 
natural habitat." 

PC 
USACE intends to replace the functions attributed to impacted habitats 
while recognizing that no man-made habitat is exactly the same in every 
way as impacted habitat. 

225 8 R. Dodge 

"A pile of boulders with a few coral 
transplants is not equivalent to a coral reef 
and will not, over time, actually become a 
coral reef. The choice of boulders as 
mitigation will provide a lower degree of 
habitat services compared to those of a coral 
reef. This fact needs to be reflected in the 
input of the Corps HEA. 

PC 

USACE biologists have viewed numerous piles of boulders and agree 
that none of them could be considered a coral reef (however, see 
response to comment #7 above). USACE has revised its preferred 
mitigation plan in cooperation with NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of 
impacted corals from impact to mitigation sites and restoration of other 
Broward County sites using nursery-grown corals. 

225 9 R. Dodge "upon maturity boulders would provide 50% 
of the services as the natural reef" NC Without knowing which services these are, USACE cannot comment. 
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225 10 R. Dodge 
"This figure stands in contrast to the cost/acre 
of other and similar options which are circa 
$1.2M or greater." 

PC Costs have been revised in coordination with NOAA. 

225 11 R. Dodge 
"mitigation for the Anchors and Chains 
impact should be calculated and included as 
a contingency" 

CC 
This has been conducted in the revised impact analysis and mitigation 
plan. 

225 12 R. Dodge 

"the footprint would likely involve complete 
removal of all living organisms, a more 
correct 100% injury as well as the other 
inputs used in the Alternate HEA (3% 
discount rate, proper equivalence of boulders 
to natural reef) should have been and should 
be used to calculate possibly needed 
mitigation." 

NC 

The assessment of impacts has been revised, and in conjunction with 
pre- and post-construction surveys, will appropriately account for any 
effects of the project. The HEA has been revised, but the "0% discount" 
rate is still in effect. As required by OMB policy. 

225 13 R. Dodge 

"These [indirect impacts from sedimentation 
and turbidity] estimates should be revised 
upwards (e.g. at least on the order of 15% 
and 50 years) to be more accurate and thus 
to provide for contingency funds for mitigating 
likely indirect impacts." 

PC Contingency funds are included in the project costs. 

225 14 R. Dodge 

"The Corps specified monitoring for 
determination of the extent of indirect impacts 
is insufficient to accurately determine effects. 
The proposed sampling design presented is 
incomplete and does not provide a power 
analysis that will allow determination of 
sample size needed to detect differences of 
various amounts." 

PC USACE will ensure statistically accuracy of monitoring. 

225 15 R. Dodge 
"Battelle did review the Corps mitigation plan 
and found issues with Corps choice of 
parameters" 

NC The concerns of Batelle were addressed in follow-up correspondence. 

225 16 R. Dodge 

"These time estimates are underestimated 
given the age of oldest corals on similar 
habitat in the vicinity of the Port in excess of 
100 years" 

PC The HEA has been revised in coordination with NOAA. 

225 17 R. Dodge 

"It is telling that the DEIS inconsistently uses 
50 years in Appendix E2 and 30 years in the 
Cost Estimate. This gives the appearance of 
modifying recovery figures for use as HEA 
inputs to minimize HEA outputs." 

PC The HEA as well as cost assessment has been revised. 
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"The Abstract results of the main DEIS is not 

225 18 R. Dodge 
consistent with those presented in DEIS 
Appendix E2...The Appendix E2 HEA inputs 
are inconsistent with the HEA inputs of the 
Appendix E Cost plan." 

PC All documents have been revised. 

226 n/a 

WorkForce 
One/Greater 
Fort 
Lauderdale 
Alliance 

J. 
Bennings n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

227 n/a Berkowitz 
Pollack Brant 

R. 
Berkowitz n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

228 1 

Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, South 
Floida 
Audubon 
Society, 
Biscayne Bay 
Waterkeeper, 
Broward 
Group of 
Sierra Club, 
Loxahatchee 
Group Sierra 
Club 
(Audubon/Sier 
ra/Waterkeepe 
r) 

In the event that further toxicity is discovered 
in dredged materials, where will these 
materials be sent? 

NC 

To a confined upland Dredged Material Disposal Area on Port property 
as discussed in Section 2.9.4. Section 3.10 of the DEIS provides a 
summary of the results of the Tier 1 analysis conducted for the project, 
the entire Tier 1 is located in Appendix J. Additionally, as part of the 
Operations and Maintenance dredging that was completed in the Port 
between Jan-April 2013, the Corps was required by regulation to test 
the material to be dredged under the EPA "Green Book" - this testing 
included physical and biological testing of the material to be dredged to 
ensure that it met the criteria for disposal in the ODMDS. There was 
significant overlap in the areas of the 2013 project and the expansion 
project. The expansion project will also undergo this same level of 
testing in the PED phase of the project. Additionally, three previous 
dredging events underwent the same required testing, and all material 
tested passed the EPA requirements under the ocean disposal criteria 
in 40 CFR §227.6(c)(3) and §227.27(b): A Tier III evaluation of the MTB 
and NTB was conducted in 1998. A Tier III evaluation of the MTB and 
NTB was conducted in 2004 and a MPRSA Section 103 concurrence 
was provided for the Port Everglades Harbor in 2005. 
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228 2 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

What potential alternatives for deposit of 
dredging materials outside of the ODMDS 
could be explored and why aren't they being 
explored initially? 

NC 

Alternatives to ODMDS disposal have been previously explored. 
MPRSA requires that the proponent for ocean disposal eliminate all 
other viable alternatives to ocean disposal. The alternatives that were 
reviewed throughout the project life (since 2000) include: (A) Use of 
material for construction of the runway extension at FLL. This was 
removed as a viable option due to schedule changes that delayed the 
port project.(B) Placement of material on the beach. The material being 
dredged in a combination of rock, fines and sand and does not meet the 
requirements of the state of Florida's sand criteria for placement on the 
beach. (C) Use of material to construct artificial reefs. This is an option 
that remains in the project proposal. Depending on how the contractor 
proposes to construct the project, material dredged from the bottom of 
the project, that meets the minimum size requirements can be used to 
construct the reefs. (D) Fill seagrass holes in Dade or Palm beach 
counties. There are no inland dredge holes in Broward County that need 
filling. To fill holes in either Dade or Broward County would require 
loading the material into barges and towing them 25 miles to the south 
or 40 miles to the north for placement in old dredge holes in Biscayne 
Bay or Lake Worth Lagoon. These options were examined in Section 
4.2 of the mitigation plan and rejected due to excessive costs associated 
with them. 

228 3 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

The adoption of additional mitigation 
measures should be encouraged. 

NC 

USACE always encourages contractors to minimize and avoid impacts 
to the maximum extent practicable and has committed to reviewing this 
contract through the Request for Proposal method of contract 
evaluation. The RFP method allows the Corps to select the contractor 
that best minimizes and avoids impacts. The commentor did not 
provide an suggested additional measures in their letter. 

228 4 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

Can additional blasting mitigation efforts be 
incorporated beyond the minimum standard 
set by the Port of Miami project? 

NC 

the Port of Miami project's blasting plan and specifications are the most 
protective developed to date and have learned from previous projects.  
Port Everglades plan will take the Miami baseline and learn from the 
Port of Miami project as it progresses forward. Any new lessons learned 
from Miami will be incorporated into the plan for Port Everglades 

228 5 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

Dredging, especially for port projects, have 
been recognized as significantly detrimental 
to local habitats including coral reefs and 
other benthic resources. 

NC 

Dredging removes habitat in a project area. That loss of habitat does 
impact the surrounding environment. At Port Everglades, through ship 
simulation and additional geotechnical analysis, the impacts to the 
habitats in and adjacent to the channel were minimized. Where impacts 
to those sensitive habitats could not be further minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable, mitigation is provided for both direct and 
indirect impacts. 
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228 6 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

What additional protection can USACE 
provide for the habitats that will be affected by 
this project? 

NC 

no additional protections will be offered other than those BMPs required 
by Florida DEP as part of the WQC including shut-down procedures if 
turbidity exceeds acceptable/permitted levels. Additional protections will 
be afforded by monitoring efforts as detailed in the response to commen 
document 239, comment 18 

228 7 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

How can the experience with turbidity and 
sedimentation in previous projects be 
improved for Port Everglades? 

NC 

Each project is unique with regard to ocean conditions, geological 
conditions, biological conditions, equipment used to excavate the 
project, etc. However, lessons can be learned from each individual 
project and applied to the next project. That is exactly what has been 
done at Port Everglades and will continue to be done as the Port of 
Miami project is constructed. Lessons learned from Port Everglades in 
1981, Miami Harbor in 1991, 1995 and 2005 as well as Key West 
between 2004-2006 have been incorporated into the plans for Port 
Everglades. As new lessons are learned from the on-going Miami 
Harbor Project, those lessons will be added to the Port Everglades 
project. 

Comments from NOAA's EFH document in Appendix H were reviewed 

228 8 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

Comments presented in the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration in Appendix 
H should be considered. 

NC 

and considered. Where it was appropriate, the Corps adopted NOAA's 
analysis and subsequent suggestions for mitigaiton. Much of Sections 
3.5 and 3.6.1 of the EIS were taken directly from Appendix H. Where 
USACE and NOAA disagreed, the Corps used the best available 
science, as well as legal and policy guidance to craft our analysis. 

228 9 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

What measures have been put in place to 
ensure that contractors are ultimately being 
held accountable for any potential breaches 
in the monitoring plans for protected species. 

NC 

Per law, the contractor is held to the terms and conditions of the contract 
specifications. The requirements of the permits, biological opinions and 
monitoring plans are incorporated into the project specifications. With 
regard to protected species, the project will specifications make it clear 
that it is illegal, with both criminal and civil penalties to take a listed 
species. "The Contractor shall instruct all personnel associated with the 
project of the potential presence of manatees, sea turtles, dolphins and 
whales in the area, and the need to avoid collisions with and harming 
these animals. All construction personnel shall be advised that there are 
civil and criminal penalties for harming, harassing, or killing manatees, 
sea turtles, dolphins or whales which are protected under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act of 1972, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
and/or the Florida Manatee Sanctuary Act. The Contractor shall be held 
responsible for any manatee, sea turtle, dolphin or whale harmed, 
harassed, or killed as a result of construction activities." 
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228 10 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

Uncertainty in the plan: During the public 
meetings held on July 23 and 24, 2013, 
USACE representatives explained that the 
precise methods that will be used to conduct 
the port expansion were uncertain because 
the contractors would be selecting the best 
ways to complete the job. In order to be 
completely accurate in the understanding of 

NC 

As stated in the EIS (Section 2.9.1) the Corps is restricted from limiting 
competition under the Competition in Contracting Act. This Act requires 
federal agencies to limit how specific specifications are written to 
prevent limiting competition among contractors. This means the EIS 
cannot exclude particular pieces of equipment during this phase of the 
project. Due to this legal restriction, the Corps analyzed all of the 
potential construction methodologies in Section 2.9 of the EIS and 

the impacts, the Environmental Impact 
Statement should create a limit to the 
methods that could be used to complete the 
job. 

discussed the impacts of each method in Section 4 of the EIS. If no 
difference was likely to occur between different methods, all methods 
were treated the same. 

228 11 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

Completion of the Plan: Also during the 
public meeting, USACE representatives 
explained that the disposal site for the waste 
that would be produced by the project was 
not finalized. In order to avoid unforeseen 
obstacles, the Environmental Impact 
Statement should have a definitive alternative 
that has the capacity. 

NC

 While the EPA may choose not to expand the Port Everglades ODMDS 
site, under MRPSA, the Corps is authorized to do an expansion for a 
one-time use of a site. This means that an alternative, with the capacity 
exists should EPA choose not to expand the ODMDS. This information 
has been refined in the final EIS. 

228 12 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

Lessons learned from the Port of Miami 
Dredging Project: USACE now has the 
benefit of the current plan for the Port of 
Miami project. Taking into consideration 
some of the similarities in the projects, the 
Port Everglades project should consider the 
best practices used in the Port of Miami plan. 

PC 

The Port Everglades plan was developed based on the lessons learned 
from development of the Miami Harbor project. The Port Everglades 
mitigation plan includes construction of artificial reef with transplantation 
of corals as well as coral reef restoration at sites to be determined later 
in conjunction with cooperating agencies. 
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12 cont. 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

* Although the proposed mitigation plan 
explains that artificial reef is the most cost-
effective, the Port of Miami plan discovered a 
way to include both the artificial reef 
restoration plan and an alternative such as 
coral transplantation. Multiple approaches to 
restoring the hardbottom habitats create a 
greater opportunity to ultimately achieve the 
mitigation plan. USACE should consider 
absorbing one or more of the alternatives 
presented by alternative research groups in 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

order to create greater opportunities for 
success. In particular, USACE should 
consider adopting the plan suggested by The 
Nature Conservancy. 
* The Port of Miami plan also included a 
detailed accountability plan that accompanied 
its mitigation and monitoring plans. 

228 13 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

Has the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
provided any additional feedback after their 
original participation in the study? 

NC 

the USFWS completed the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report on 
August 20, 2013 providing recommendations under the FWCA and by 
letter dated August 13, 2013, the US Department of the Interior, the 
Department that includes the USFWS said it had no comments to offer 
on the Draft EIS for Port Everglades. 

228 14 
Tropical 
Audubon 
Society, et al 

What supporting information did USACE 
consider to find the conclusions of what to 
include as direct impacts to the coral reef and 
indirect impacts to the coral reef in the cost-
benefit analysis. 

NC 

Section 1508.8 of the NEPA implementing regulations defines both 
direct and indirect effects: (a) Direct effects, which are caused by the 
action and occur at the same time and place. (b) Indirect effects, which 
are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in 
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. With these definitions in 
mind, the Corps defined direct effects as direct removal of habitat by the 
dredging operations. Indirect effects of the project were defined as those 
impacts of the project beyond direct habitat removal by the project 
including sedimentation and turbidity, as well as impacts from dredging 
methods where habitat is being impacted by dredging equiptment but 
nnot being directly removed. USACE consulted many technical sources 
in their determination of effects, and funded studies on the reefs 
themselves. These studies are included as appendices to the EIS and 
mitigation plan. 

Port 

229 n/a Everglades 
Association, M. Kempel n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

Inc. 
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230 1 
Florida Power 
& Light 
Company 

L. Pitts n/a 

[General in favor of project] and "I 
recommend supporting the NOAA plan to 
grow and replace corals up and down the 
Broward County Coastline and to afford 
NOAA a leadership and responsibility role in 
mitigation design and implementation…" 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

231 1 
Florida Power 
& Light 
Company 

B. Wesley n/a 

[General in favor of project] and "I 
recommend supporting the NOAA plan to 
grow and replace corals up and down the 
Broward County Coastline and to afford 
NOAA a leadership and responsibility role in 
mitigation design and implementation…" 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

232 n/a Broward 
College 

J. 
Armstrong n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

233 1 S. Miller 

NOAA 
June 7, 
2013, 
Discussion 
Draft 

"Survivorship of transplanted corals can 
initially be high, but mortality can also be 
high, especially after four or five years. 
Factors responsible for mortality of 
transplants are not well understood." 

NR 
Concur. Monitoring will be important in ensuring that habitat values are 
replaced. 

233 2 S. Miller 

NOAA 
June 7, 
2013, 
Discussion 
Draft 

"Sexual reproduction by transplants has been 
observed, but only on a couple of occasions 
in Florida...no reefs have been successfully 
restored to the point of self-sustaining 
thickets that successfully reproduce through 
fragmentation and sexual reproduction" 

NR 
Agreed. There is reason for caution. NMFS asserts that there is little 
risk. USACE relies on NMFS leadership in this effort as they are the 
agency with the jurisdictional lead. 
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233 3 S. Miller 

NOAA 
June 7, 
2013, 
Discussion 
Draft 

"they [A. cervicornis ] are either random 
features, or they are an expansion northward 
possibly related to warming. The presence of 
these patches (but not specifically in the 
project area) suggests that restoration work 
for A. cervicornis  offBroward County is not 
unwarranted. However, the premise of the 
NOAA recommendation, that restoration will 
be successful in the long-term (20 years), is 
not yet able to be confirmed." 

NR 
Agreed. There is reason for caution. NMFS asserts that there is little 
risk. USACE relies on NMFS leadership in this effort as they are the 
agency with the jurisdictional lead. 

233 4 S. Miller 

NOAA 
June 7, 
2013, 
Discussion 
Draft 

"there is a role for coral reef nurseries and 
outplanting in the Port Everglades Project, 
but I recommend that nurseries and 
outplanting should be initially limited, then 
scaled up only if results warrant" 

CC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

NOAA "Such restoration work also needs to be 

233 5 S. Miller 
June 7, 
2013, 
Discussion 
Draft 

conducted within the context of the 
existing abundance of coral species in the 
work area, whereAcropora cervicornis  is 
rare." 

NR 
Agreed. There is reason for caution. NMFS asserts that use of Acropora 
is appropriate. USACE relies on NMFS leadership in this effort as they 
are the agency with the jurisdictional lead. 

233 6 S. Miller 

NOAA 
June 7, 
2013, 
Discussion 

"I support multiple nurseries to mitigate 
potential coral losses from cold fronts, storms, 
and other stressors, as well as using different 
outplanting strategies, including various coral 
densities and 

NR Thank you for your input. 

Draft sizes and outplant timing, as informed by 
science and monitoring work 

NOAA 

233 7 S. Miller 
June 7, 
2013, 
Discussion 

"NOAA and CRF are world-leaders in coral 
reef restoration" NR Agreed. This is why USACE is partnering with NOAA 

Draft 
Greater 

234 n/a 
Pompano 
Beach 
Chamber of 

R. Green n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

Commerce 
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235 n/a City of 
Hollywood 

K. 
Biederman n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

236 n/a City of 
Hollywood 

L. 
Sherwood n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

Why haven't the impacts to the reef zones 
below 57 feet been taken into consideration in 

237 1 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

the ACOE loss of coral habitat calculations? 
The failure to include the added coral loss 
also results in an underestimation of coral 

CC It is now included. 

mitigation needed resulting from project 
impacts. 

237 2 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

150 meter buffer for indirect effects. Was this 
estimation based on any scientific 
methodology? 

NC 

The 150-meter buffer was developed during inter-agency meetings in 
2007 to include an acknowledgement of the potential for indirect effects 
to the ecosystem associated with turbidity and construction during 
construction. This was based on a few factors - 1) USACE maintains a 
400-foot buffer from dredging projects and nearby hardbottom 
resources during sand mining operations., however since the channel 
was dredged perpendicular through the reefs when the channel was 
created, this cannot be adopted for this project 2) Peer reviewed 
literature and monitoring plans from previous dredging projects 
(operations and maintenance, sand mining and new construction) all 
showed that with proper turbidity controls (limits at 29-NTU as required 
by the state of Florida DEP permits) and in situ, during construction 
monitoring, impacts to the adjacent resources are minimal or 
undetectable (Gilliam et al 2010; Fisher et al 2011; CSA 1981; CSA 
2007). 

2 cont. n/a NC 

However, to ensure that any impacts (including minimal ones) are 
accounted for, the Corps has included turbidity, sedimentation and 
stress monitoring in our project monitoring plan (included in Appendix E-
5 of the EIS). This plan was based on the monitoring plan developed for 
the Key West Harbor O&M dredging in the Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary. The plan was then updated including new information (like 
Gilliam and Fisher) for the Miami Harbor project that began in fall 2013 
and was permitted by FDEP in 2012. Additional lessons learned from 
Miami will also be integrated into the Port Everglades project where 
appropriate. 
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2 cont. n/a NC 

This updated plan is the basis for the Port Everglades plan and any 
lessons learned from the ongoing dredging at Miami Harbor will be 
incorporated into the final monitoring plan for Port Everglades (as stated 
on page 1 of the monitoring plan - "This monitoring plan is based on the 
Monitoring Plan developed for the Miami Harbor Expansion Project as 
part of the Florida Department of Protection Permit # 0305721-001-BI 
issued May 22, 2012. It may be updated based on the lessons learned 
from and results of the Miami Harbor expansion project scheduled to 
begin construction in early 2013.") 

237 3 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

How will any and all negative impacts beyond 
150 meters from the channel be 
documented? 

NC 
the Corps is not expecting any impacts beyond 150 meters from the 
channel based on previous projects. 

237 4 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

Considering the potential for substantial 
increase in tidal flushing through the 
enlarged channel after expansion, bas the 
ACOE evaluated potential interruption of 
larval coral transport from increased flushing 
along the reeflines? 

NC Please see response to NOAA/NMFS comment 47. 

237 5 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a Has the ACOE considered impacts on coral 

spawning, larval transport and survival? 
NC Yes. See response to NOAA/NMFS coment 47 

237 6 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

How has sedimentation and turbidity impacts 
to Acropora coral critical habitat been 
evaluated 

NC 
Section 4.5.10.2.3 of the EIS included an analysis of indirect effects of 
sedimentation and turbidity on Acropid corals and Section 4.5.10.2.4 
includes an analysis of project impacts on designated critical habitat. 

237 7 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

How does the ACOE intend to monitor 
potential regional large-scale sediment 
degradation to the Acropora critical habitat 
substrate as it relates to coral recruitment and 
survival? 

NC 

USACE does not agree that the impacts of the project will result in 
"regional large-scale sediment degradation to the Acropora critical 
habitat substrate". Based on the NOAA listing package and biological 
assessment of the species, Acropora typically reproduce through 
fragmentation. As stated in the EIS, NMFS (2009) has previously found 
that dredging impacts of sedimentation and turbidity, where bound by 
the State of Florida 29 NTU limits and a sedimentation monitoring plan 
"will be insignificant...... All three monitored sites showed increases in 
sedimentation pre- and postconstruction. However, sedimentation rates 
at all three sites remained within the bounds of the sedimentation rates 
occurring naturally....Additionally, Rogers (1983) tested sedimentation 
rates on A. cervicornis, among other coral species, and determined that 
daily doses of sediment at a rate of 200 mg/cm2/day had no effect 
(Rogers 1990). The 400-ft buffer zone will also greatly reduce the 
likelihood of sedimentation effects. 
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237 7 cont. 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a NC 

Given the strong similarities between the proposed action and the BRP, 
we believe it is reasonable to assume the impacts documented at the 
BRP sites will be similar to those likely to occur during the proposed 
action. Adverse affects from sedimentation are also less likely to occur in 
the presence of strong oceanographic currents (Rogers 1990) because 
sediments are swept off corals. The influence of the relatively strong 
Gulf Stream in the action area is also likely to reduce any adverse 
affects from sedimentation. Since the rates of sedimentation observed 
during the BRP monitoring were within the bounds of sedimentation 
documented to be occurring naturally, and those were far less than this 
200 mg/cm2/day threshold, and because a 400-ft buffer zone will be 
implemented, we believe adverse effects to A. cervicornis from 
increased sedimentation will be insignificant." 

237 7 cont. 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a NC 

This determination was also carried forth in the FDEP permit issued for 
the recent Miami Harbor project, where no up-front mitigation was 
required by DEP for indirect effects due to turbidity and sedimentation, 
only during project monitoring with the potential of mitigation for any 
documented project specific impacts. Port Everglades includes upfront 
mitigation for indirect effects as a lesson learned from Miami Harbor. 

237 8 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

How will the turbidity monitoring protocol [be] 
employed to protect the surrounding 
Acropora critical habitat from immediate and 
long-term post-project impacts ensure there 
will be no loss or negative impact to the 
federally protected critical habitat substrate? 

NC 

Turbidity and monitoring plan was included in appendix E-5 of the Draft 
EIS and includes both turbidity requirements (based on the Miami 
Harbor turbidity monitoring plan developed by DEP as part of the 
permit) and a sedimentation monitoring plan to look for potential impacts 
to adjacenet critical habitat. 

237 9 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a Will there be penalties for permit turbidity 

violations? 
NC 

Penalties for turbidity violations will be assessed by FLDEP under 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, as there are with all dredging 
projects in the state of Florida. 

237 10 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

What methodology will be employed to 
assess sediment accumulation during and 
after project construction as it related to 
protecting substrate to ensure successful 
larval coral settlement and survival? 

NC 
Sedimentation monitoring is included in the Project draft Monitoring plan 
in Appendix E-5 of the DEIS, specifically page 5-7 of that Plan. 

237 11 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

What sediment accumulation value will be 
considered protective to the reef substrate to 
ensure future successful coral recruitment 
and larval survival? 

NC 

Based on the data from Rogers 1990 previously cited by NMFS, and the 
FLDEP permit for Miami Harbor, the current value for determination of a 
sediment impact is 1.5mm/day above the analogous reference site. This 
value has been carried forth into this draft plan, however, this may be 
modified based on the results of Miami Harbor. 
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237 12 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

What chemical and physical analysis of port 
sediments was performed/reviewed in 
preparation of the Draft EIS? 

NC 

Section 3.10 of the DEIS provides a summary of the results of the Tier 1 
analysis conducted for the project, the entire Tier 1 is located in 
Appendix J. Additionally, as part of the Operations and Maintenance 
dredging that was completed in the Port between Jan-April 2013, the 
Corps was required by regulation to test the material to be dredged 
under the EPA "Green Book" - this testing included physical and 
biological testing of the material to be dredged to ensure that it met the 
criteria for disposal in the ODMDS. There was significant overlap in the 
areas of the 2013 project and the expansion project. The expansion 
project will also undergo this same level of testing in the PED phase of 
the project. Additionally, three previous dredging events underwent the 
same required testing, and all material tested passed the EPA 
requirements under the ocean disposal criteria in 40 CFR §227.6(c)(3) 
and §227.27(b): 

237 12 cont. n/a NC 

A Tier III evaluation of the MTB and NTB was conducted in 1998. · A 
Tier III evaluation of the MTB and NTB was conducted in 2004 and a 
MPRSA Section 103 concurrence was provided for the Port Everglades 
Harbor in 2005. In summary - The liquid phase (elutriate) of the material 
was evaluated for compliance with Sections 227.6(c)(1) and 227.27(a) 
and analyzed for the contaminants of concern (COC) in marine waters. 
The concentration of COCs was compared to the EPA National 
Recommended Water Quality Criteria (WQC) Acute Concentration 
Levels (Criterion Maximum Concentration (CMC)). 
---In the Port Everglades elutriate chemistry assays, only one COC 
(copper) in one sample that exceeded the EPA WQC. It exceeded the 
WQC by 0.14 ug/L and was shown in the STFATE model to be 
sufficiently diluted at the disposal site so as not to exceed the WQC post 
disposal. 

237 12 cont. n/a NC 

The suspended particulate phase of the material was evaluated for 
compliance with Sections 227.6(c)(2) and 227.27(b). Bioassay testing of 
the suspended particulate phase of the material was conducted using 
three appropriate sensitive marine organisms: Americamysis bahia and 
Menidia beryllina, in a 96 hour acute toxicity assay; and gametes of 
Mytilus galloprovincialis, in a 48 hour development assay. 
---In the Port Everglades suspended particulate phase toxicology 
assays, one sample was found to have statistically significantly different 
larval development from the control. Likewise, it was shown in the 
STFATE model to be sufficiently diluted at the disposal site so as not to 
exceed the Limiting Permissible Concentration (LPC) post disposal. 

73 



 

 
 

Ten-day whole sediment toxicity tests were conducted on project 
materials using the polychaete, Neanthes arenaceodentata and the 
amphipod, Ampelisca abdita. All test species are appropriate sensitive 
benthic marine organisms and as such, are good predictors of adverse 
effects to benthic marine communities. 

237 12 cont. n/a NC 
 -- In the Port Everglades whole sediment toxicology assays, none of the 
samples showed organism mortality statistically significantly greater 
than reference nor did they exceed the reference mortality by more than 
required amount. 
Bioaccumulation potential of contaminants in sediments were evaluated 
through a 28-day solid phase test using representative species Macoma 
nasuta and Neanthes virens. Tissues were evaluated for target analytes 
including metals, butyltins, PAHs, and PCBs. 

237 12 cont. n/a NC 

--In the Port Everglades bioaccumulation assays, tissues tested did not 
exceed the FDA action limits for any compound for either organism.  
Concentrations in tissues were compared to tissues exposed to harbor 
sediments from the Port Everglades reference sample locations. Tissue 
samples with contaminants statistically greater than the reference 
sample were further evaluated. The magnitude and number of 
contaminants in these tissues were assessed using Ecological Non-
Specific Effects Thresholds, the EPA Region 4 Eastern Florida 
Background Concentrations, and other factors to assess LPC 
compliance. Based on the results of the evaluation, there was no 
indication that the project sediments will cause significant 
bioaccumulation or toxicological effects. 

What are the anticipated impacts from Based on the previously discussed testing conducted in compliance 

237 13 
Palm Beach 
County Reef 
Rescue 

E. 
Tichenor n/a 

suspension of contaminated sediments, 
routes of exposure and long-term effects on 
the public health, flora and fauna during and 

NC 
with EPA's green book and the results of that testing and EPA's 
concurrence with the testing results, there are no contaminated 
sediments in the port that would pose a threat to human health, flora and 

post-project? fauna during or post dredging. 

238 n/a 

South Florida 
Regional 
Planning 
Council 

E. 
Swanson n/a 

[General in favor of project] and advisories to 
follow Goals and Policies of the Strategic 
Regional Policy Plan for South Florida 

NR n/a 
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239 1 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Can the the Corps better answer why they do 
not believe that the rubble will not roll down 
the slope[e] face of the reef, below -57 ft 
further impacting more acres? 

PC 

USACE included impacts below 57 feet as an indirect impact for its 
impact calculations and mitigation assessment based on review of 
previous dredging projects at both Port Everglades and Port of Miami. 
Based on the review of these projects, the Corps determined that rubble 
impacts to these areas was not likely to occur, but that these areas 
would be indirectly impacted by turbidity and sedimentation during 
construction. However, based on further discussion, particularly 
regarding the potential use of a backhoe or clamshell dredge, the Corps 
has performed additional analysis of needed mitigation associated with 
the potential for rubble impacts to downreef resources and is prepared 
to mitigate for direct impacts to these areas. 

239 2 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Why are more of these details have not been 
put in the EIS? [With regard to the inability for 
the Corps to dictate types of equipment that 
will be used on the project]. 

NC 

As the EIS states in Section 2.9.1 of the EIS, "In general, USACE does 
not specify types of equipment and construction methods within its 
specifications due to the federal acquisition regulations implementing 
the Competition in Contracting Act requiring federal agencies to limit 
how specific specifications are written to prevent limiting competition 
among contractors (C. Tolle, USACE-SAJ Contracting, pers com). The 
contractor selected by USACE will determine the most efficient 
construction methodology for the project, in their professional opinion, 
and submit that as part of a proposal to USACE. USACE can, and does, 
specify the intended results of construction through detailed plans and 
specifications." With that information in mind - the Corps prepared a 
review of ALL potential equipment types and construction 
methodologies including cutterhead dredge, backhoe dredge, clamshell 
dredge, blasting, etc. This ensures that all potential construction 
methods are available for public review and the effects of those methods 
are included in the analysis. 

239 3 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

What will be done to ensure that the public 
and regulatory agencies will be able to 
conduct oversight of the movement of all work 
vessels? Will the GIS information be decoded 

NC 

The project monitoring plan (Appendix E-5 - page 7-8) provides 
information on vessel tracking and monitoring of the project. The Corps 
does not require industry to publically release vessel data, however that 
information is submitted to the Corps and is available via the Freedom of 
Information Act for the public to obtain. Dredge vessel positioning 
software is an industry proprietary system that the Corps also uses 
when monitoring vessel locations. GPS products can be developed from 

to useable GPS numbers? this data via a FOIA request, but if the raw data is requested, the 
requestor must possess the necessary software to view the raw data. 
The contractor and the government have no obligation to convert the 
data to another format outside of the generating software. 
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239 4 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Will there be penalties and fines if the 
contractor tried to play this game again to 
hide there noncompliance with permit 
conditions? 

NC 

FLDEP is the state agency with responsibility to assess penalties and 
fines against the permit holder under Florida law and the Clean Water 
Act, in this case, the Corps would be the permit holder and DEP would 
assess those penalties against the Corps. The Corps may choose to 
penalize the contractor if it is determined they did not adhere to the 
project specifications. 

239 5 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Please describe how the USACE estimate 
was developed for the 130.37 acres of 
indirect impacts and the severity of the 
impacts that are expected? 

NC 

The 130.37 acres of indirect impact area is a 150-meter buffer around 
the entire project footprint including any hardbottom or reef habitats in 
that area that are not being directly impacted via removal by the dredge. 
The 150-meter buffer was developed during inter-agency meetings in 
2007 to include an acknowledgement of the potential for indirect effects 
to the ecosystem associated with turbidity and construction during 
construction. This was based on a few factors - 1) USACE maintains a 
400-foot buffer from dredging projects and nearby hardbottom 
resources during sand mining operations. 2) Peer reviewed literature 
and monitoring plans from previous dredging projects (operations and 
maintenance, sand mining and new construction) all showed that with 
proper turbidity controls (limits at 29-NTU as required by the state of 
Florida DEP permits) and in situ, during construction monitoring, 
impacts to the adjacent resources are minimal or undetectable (Gilliam 
et al 2010; Fisher et al 2011; CSA 1981; CSA 2007). 

5 cont. n/a NC

 However, to ensure that any impacts (including minimal ones) are 
accounted for, the Corps has included turbidity, sedimentation and 
stress monitoring in our project monitoring plan (included in Appendix E-
5 of the EIS). This plan was based on the monitoring plan developed for 
the Key West Harbor O&M dredging in the Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary. The plan was then updated including new information (like 
Gilliam and Fisher) for the Miami Harbor project that began dredging in 
fall 2013 and was permitted by FDEP in 2012. This updated plan is the 
basis for the Port Everglades plan and any lessons learned from the 
Miami Harbor project will be incorporated into the final monitoring plan 
for Port Everglades, when Miami is complete. 
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239 6 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

What will happen if the turbidity plumes from 
this project are picked up on outgoing tides 
and transported to the reefs miles to the 
north? 

NC 

The issue isn't the plume and the distance it goes, but how many NTUs 
above background is the plume (if any) and what sedimentation is 
falling out of that plume of material. Peer reviewed research and 
monitoring of other projects show that dredging's effects on the 
environment area equal to or less impactful than storms that move 
through the ecosystem when it comes to sedimentation effects (CSA 
2007; Pennekamp et al 1996). Additionally, EPA has conducted dredge 
disposal plume monitoring at Miami Harbor and mapped the plume's 
travel time and sediment concentration in the Gulf Stream. EPA 2008 
found that at the time of initial disposal (1 minute post disposal) in the 
water column, sedimentation levels (surface TSS) concentration ranged 
from 34 to 77 mg/l. Approximately 30 minutes after discharge, plume 
concentrations decreased to a few mg/l. Both of these values are much 
lower than the 200 mg/cm2/day rate shown to have an impact on the 
threatened Acropora cervicornis (Rogers 1990). Movement of a plume 
of material to the north is not equal to an impact to the surrounding 
ecosystem. 

239 7 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a How will a monitoring plan be established to 

capture these events? NC 

the turbidity monitoring plan includes a requirement for the contractor to 
follow the visible plume and take the turbidity in the densest portion of 
the visible plume, which would contain the largest amount of sediment 
being transported by the plume. 

239 8 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a How many days will this dredging operation 

go on? NC 

The duration of dredging is dependent on many factors including: 
funding stream; contractor's equipment, weather delays, etc. The 
current estimate to complete the entire project, assuming a non-
interrupted funding stream in consecutive dredging (one project 
segment at a time), is five years. 

239 9 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

What will be the long term impact to the reefs 
from these chronic silt, sediment and turbidity 
events? 

NC 

Based on the monitoring results of the 1981 dredging of the outer 
entrance channel (CSA 1981), where no turbidity or sedimentation 
limitations were placed on the project, no impacts were documented, 
sedimentation levels remained within the background levels seen 
elsewhere off of Broward County. Due to the sedimentation triggers 
included in the monitoring plan for the proposed project, and the 
turbidity limits included in FLDEP state permit, the Corps does not 
expect long term impacts to the habitats surrounding the port. 

239 10 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a How far will the turbidity monitoring be 

required from the project area? NC 
Turbidity monitoring distances will be set by the FLDEP water quality 
permit, as required by Florida statute 
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239 11 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a  How far from the project area will the 

sedimentation monitoring be conducted? 
NC 

The sedimentation monitoring is included in the proposed monitoring 
plan for the project (Page 5 and 6). The plan includes qualitative and 
quantitative sediment monitoring. The qualitative includes twice a week 
surveys during construction to document potential effects of 
sedimentation on the corals and other functional groups within 20-m of 
the channel. The quantitative surveys include sedimentation traps and 
blocks to look at actual sedimentation rates associated with the project, 
as well as background sedimentation rates in analogous habitats.  This 
plan was adapted from the plan developed for the Key West Channel 
project within the boundaries of the Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary and was found to be effective at detecting project and non-
project sedimentation associated with the project. 

239 12 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a How does the Army Corps justify this short 

distance for sedimentation monitoring? NC 

The plan is based on the best designed dredging monitoring plan 
developed to date, the Key West Monitoring Plan developed by an 
interagency group of coral experts for the dredging of the Key West 
Harbor O&M project in the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary. 

239 13 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Could the Army Corps and other regulatory 
agencies put more stringent mixing zone 
rules in place because of the proximity of this 
project to some of the state's best coral reef 
resources? 

NC 

The Florida DEP determines mixing zones based on their rules and 
Florida Aministrative Code Special zones are set for Aquatic Preserves 
and Outstanding Florida waters. Neither of these designations is found 
in the project area. The Corps will comply with the requirements placed 
on the project by FDEP in the permit, when issued. 

239 14 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Why did the Keys receive a 15 NTU standard 
and the Port Everglades project receive a 29 
NTU standard? 

NC 

The 29-NTU standard is the standard throughout the entire state of 
Florida. The project for the dredging of Key West Harbor took place 
within the boundaries of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary, 
the equivalent of a marine national park. This federal designation by 
Congress requires higher levels of protection for resources within the 
boundaries of the sanctuary, hence the lower NTU value. 

239 15 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

If the 1,500 meter mixing zone is incorporated 
in this project, how many acres of reef would 
fall within that 1,500 meter mixing zone? 

NC 

USACE cannot determine the basis of this comment; it cannot 
determine the origin of the comment's reference to 1,500 meters 
because mixing zones are 150m in size unless a variance is requested 
and USACE has never proposed to request a variance. 

239 16 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a How many of those acres will be monitored 

for silt, sediment and turbidity? NC 

the mixing zone for the Port Everglades project is 150 meters. If they 
entire 150-meters is impacted by turbidity at one time it is equivalent to 
approximately 130 acres of reef and harbottom habitats included in the 
indirect effects assessment are that was included in the up-front 
mitigation calculations. 

239 17 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Are we to presume that turbidity monitoring 
will only take place at the edge of the 1,500 
mixing zone? 

NC 
USACE cannot determine the basis of this comment; it cannot 
determine the origin of the comment's reference to 1,500 meters 
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239 18 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a What biological monitoring will be done to the 

adjacent reefs to document these impacts? NC 

the Biological monitoring of the project is detailed in the Monitoring plan 
found in Appendix E-5 of the EIS. The following are general categories 
of the types of monitoring that will be conducted during the project: 1. 
Construction Period Surveys for Coral Health 2. Qualitative Construction 
Surveys for Indication of Sediment Impact and/or Stress 3. Quantative 
Construction Sediment Monitoring 4. VESSEL TRANSIT MONITORING 
5. ANCHOR PLACEMENTS AND MONITORING 6. DRAFT 
MONITORING 7. MONITORING OF IMPACTS ALONG CHANNEL 
WALLS WHERE CHANNEL WIDENING IS NOT PROPOSED 8. 
PROTECTED MARINE SPECIES MONITORING DURING 
CONSTRUCTION AND BLASTING 9. MONITORING ASSOCIATED 
WITH BLASTING OPERATIONS AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS 10. Fish 
Mortality Monitoring 11. TRANSPLANTATION AND MONITORING OF 
TRANSPLANTED CORALS 12. STRUCTURAL ARTIFICIAL REEF 
MONITORING 13. POST CONSTRUCTION MONITORING 

239 19 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

How may biological monitoring stations will 
be established? How far from the work area 
will the biological monitoring sites be? Will 
they be monitored pre, during and post 
construction? Will a baseline be established 
before the work is to start? 

NC 

As stated on page #1 of the monitoring plan - "Three 20-m transects will 
be established 10 meters from the channel edge in a north-south 
direction, at each hard bottom habitat type station identified in the 
Benthic Assessment (R3N-1; R3N-2; R3N-3; R3S-1; R3S-2; R3S-3; 
R2N-1; R2N-2; R2S-1; R2S-2; HBN-1; HBN-2; HBS-1; HBS-2 for a total 
of 14 stations and 42 transects, 20 meters long by 40 cm (0.40 meters) 
wide equaling 336 m2 of project area being directly monitored. 
Additionally, 12 control sites with three transects per site (36 transects) 
in analogous habitat areas of equal length and width for a total of 288m2 
will also be established and monitored to detect natural variation in the 
resources and to assist in determining the effects of the actual dredge 
operations on the resources surrounding the project area." Page 4 of 
the monitoring plan - "For the duration of active dredging (construction), 
the reef habitats surrounding the entrance channel and the 
corresponding habitat reference sites will be surveyed twice a week at 
the monitoring stations within 750 meters of the dredging activities, and 
the corresponding reference sites, when dredging occurs within 750 
meters of reef or hardbottom habitat." c. After active dredging, the 14 the 
monitoring stations located in the reef habitats surrounding the entrance 
channels and the 12 corresponding reference sites will be surveyed at 
least once a week for four (4) weeks." Additional long term monitoring 
will also be conducted for three years post-construction with regard to 
coral survival on the artificial reefs. This plan may be modified based on 
the lessons learned and longterm monitoring results at Miami Harbor. 
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Has the Army Corps of Engineers looked at 
the cumulative effect of silt and sediment that 

239 20 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

has been put into the system from past 
dredging events in the area, such as Broward 
County Segment III, inlet maintenance 
dredging and the currently proposed 
Segment II 750,000 cu yrd truck haul project 
by Broward County, the 150,000 cu yrd Army 
Corps beach project in Segment II and the 
current fine [FIND} (Florida Inlet Navigation 
project) to dredge and deepen the Intracostal 
Waterway and Dania Cut Off cannel [canal]? 

NC 
The Cumulative Effects analysis included in Section 4 of the EIS 
(specifically Section 4.29) includes the projects the comment mentions 
in the table of projects included in the Cumulative effects analysis. 

239 21 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a Why has the additional mitigation for 

Segment III not taken place? 
NC 

Segment III is not part of the Port Everglades project, so this response 
cannot provide answers to a project that is not part of the project begin 
evaluated under this EIS. Questions regarding the Broward County 
Segment III project should be submitted to Leah Oberlin, Chief, West 
Palm Beach Regulatory Office. 

239 22 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a When do we reach the tipping point that 

leads to the collapse of our fisheries? NC This question is outside of the scope of this EIS. 

239 23 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Will the FEIS better address the loss of EFH 
up and down the coast to look at cumulative 
effects? 

NC 

USACE conducted a cumulative effects analysis under the requirements 
of NEPA. The statement of "up and down the coast" is not a specific 
geographic area for analysis. The geographic scope of analysis for 
impacts to projects was defined in Section 4.29.3 of the EIS. Cumulative 
effects analysis was also incorporated into the EFH assessment 
prepared for NMFS EFH consutlation. 

239 24 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

If the Federal government currently has an 
extra $180 million to put into WRDA, wouldn't 
that money not be better spent for the Corps 
to fix the dike around Lake Okeechobee and 
increase storage capacity, to decrease the 
billions of gallons of water that is being put to 
tide each day destroying our Essential Fish 
Habitat? 

NC 

This question is outside the scope of this EIS. You may wish to discuss 
this with your congress-folk, as they are the ones that decide on and 
prioritize use of Federal funds. Certainly USACE is concerned about 
both the preservation of EFH as well as clean water sources. 

239 25 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

If the State is not requiring additional 
Compensatory mitigation for Segment III does 
the Corps regulatory branch have the 
authority to do so?? 

NC 

Segment III is not part of the Port Everglades project, so this response 
cannot provide answers to a project that is not part of the project begin 
evaluated under this EIS. Questions regarding the Broward County 
Segment III project should be submitted to Chief, West Palm Beach 
Regulatory Office. 

239 26 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

If the Corps does have the authority to do so, 
why have they not asked for additional 
mitigation 7 years after the project. 

NC 

Segment III is not part of the Port Everglades project, so this response 
cannot provide answers to a project that is not part of the project begin 
evaluated under this EIS. Questions regarding the Broward County 
Segment III project should be submitted to Chief, West Palm Beach 
Regulatory Office. 
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239 27 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Why was the destruction of the mangroves in 
the Conservation Easement and their 
mitigation removed from the EIS and the 
Federal Cost Share of the project? 

NC 

Each component of a federal navigation project that is to be cost-shared 
using federal taxpayer dollars must have a positive cost benefit ratio of 
greater than 1.0. The Turning Notch component of the project did not 
meet this criteria, and as a result, does not qualify to be included in the 
federal project using federal taxpayer dollars. Therefore, mangrove 
impacts associated with it were eliminated. 

239 28 Cry of the 
Water D. Clark n/a 

Is it true that the Corps is denying the severity 
of impacts to hardbottom, reef resources, 
mangroves and sea grasses in an attempt to 
lessen the mitigation costs in order to make 
the Cost Benefit Analysis feasible? 

NC 

The Corps' mitigation requirements were prepared using habitat 
analysis that relied on the best science and information available at the 
time of analysis. To ensure that was the case, the Corps had the 
mitigation requirements undergo an independent external peer review. 
This review determined the Corps had properly analyzed the impacts 
and the necessary mitigation for those impacts. Additionally, NOAA has 
joined USACE as a cooperating agency on the required mitigation plan 
for the project and agrees with the impact assessment used for the 
preparation of the mitigation plan. USACE and Congress has set aside 
more than enough money for all mitigation contingencies; the USACE is 
not in a position to try to save money at the expense of the environment, 
as its conservation is part of the Operating Principals governing this 
project. 

240 n/a J. Berry n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

241 1 Cliff Berry 
Incorporated C. Berry 

[General in favor of project] and "I 
recommend supporting the NOAA plan to 
grow and replace corals up and down the 
Broward County Coastline and to afford 
NOAA a leadership and responsibility role in 
mitigation design and restoration 
implementation." 

PC 

USACE has revised its preferred mitigation plan in cooperation with 
NOAA/NMFS to include transfer of impacted corals from impact to 
mitigation sites and restoration of other Broward County sites using 
nursery-grown corals. 

242 n/a Florida Port 
Council 

D. 
Wheeler n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

243 n/a N. Pirot n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

244 n/a J. Swartull n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

245 n/a D. Grant n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

246 n/a A. 
Edelsein n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

247 n/a B. Orgain n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
248 n/a J. Rooff n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
249 n/a K. Hoye n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
250 n/a T. Deluca n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
251 n/a C. Mahler n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

252 n/a 
S. 
Stephenso 
n 

n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

253 n/a C. Phipps n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
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254 1 Save the 
Manatee Club K. Tripp n/a 

We request that the Corps restrict the level of 
future use (number of annual vessel calls) to 
those numbers detailed in Table 36, which 
has been inserted on page 2 of this letter. 

NC 

The Corps has no jurisdiction to restrict vessel calls at any port in the 
United States. That authority lies solely with the US Coast Guard. The 
data in Table #36 is an economic projection based on the best available 
data used by our economists to determine project benefits and costs. 

254 2 Save the 
Manatee Club K. Tripp n/a 

We would not support any widening that 
would encroach on the existing conservation 
easement (beyond that portion of the 
easement which has been deeded to FDEP). 

NC 
No part of the proposed federal project's mangrove impacts occur to 
mangroves covered by a conversation easement. 

254 3 Save the 
Manatee Club K. Tripp n/a 

We respectfully request that the amount of 
mitigation not be reduces, but be maintained 
at the levels detailed in this report (2.4 
seagrass functional units (18.47 acres of 
seagrass creation/restoration) and 1 
mangrove functional unit). 

NC 

The required mitigation will be based on a final pre-construction survey 
of impacts and be based on the requirements included in the FDEP 
permit when issued. The values in the report are based on current 
project impacts. If impacts are reduced - then the necessary mitigation 
to replace the lost functions of those impacts will also be reduced. 

255 n/a 

The Alexis 
Group 
Consultants, 
Inc. 

G. Alexis n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

256 n/a J. Ryan n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 
257 n/a M. Ryan n/a [General in favor of project] NR n/a 

82 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 4 


ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 

61 FORSYTH STREET 


ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 


August 13, 2013 


Mr. Eric Summa, Chief 

Environmental Branch, 

Planning Division, 

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

SUBJECT: 	Port Everglades Harbor Navigation Improvements Draft Environmental Impact 
Study and Feasibility Study, CEQ No. 20130178, ERP No. COE-E32085-FL 

Dear Mr. Summa: 

To fulfill EPA's Clean Air Act (CAA) § 309 and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
§ 1 02(2)(C) responsibilities, EPA reviewed the above draft SEIS. Under§ 309, EPA is directed 
to review and comment publicly on the environmental impacts of Federal activities. 

EPA's primary concerns involve potentially significant impacts to public water supplies, 
water quality, aquatic ecosystems including corals and hardbottoms, mangrove wetlands, 
seagrasses, associated mitigation. Our detailed technical comments are enclosed to assist with 
the preparation of the fmal SEIS. EPA is willing to work with USACE to address our significant 
concerns. Based on our review, we have rated this draft EIS as "Environmental Concerns" (EC
2) rating (EPA's rating criteria can be found at 
(http:/ /www.epa. gov Icompliance/nepal comments/ratings.html) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft SEIS. If you wish to discuss this matter 
further, please contact Beth Walls, 404-562-8309 or walls.beth@epa.gov, of my staff. 

Sincerely, 

-ruu~~Q,__/ 

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief 
NEP A Program Office 
Office of Environmental Accountability 

Enclosures: EPA's Technical Comments 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 
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EPA Comments Draft ElS, Port Everglades (August 13, 2013) p. I 

EPA Technical Comments on Draft EIS and Feasibility Study for Port Everglades 
Harbor Navigation Improvements, Broward County, FL, CEQ No. 20130178 

Background 

Port Everglades Harbor is located within the cities of Hollywood, Dania Beach, and Fort 
Lauderdale. Its entrance is approximately 27 nautical miles north of Miami Harbor and 301 
nautical miles south of Jacksonville Harbor, Florida. 1 

Port Everglades originally started as a petroleum port2 and is one of three Florida ports receiving 
petroleum. 3 It is the main entry and delivery center for petroleum, gasoline and jet fuel for 12 
South Florida counties. Nearly one-fifth of Florida's energy requirements and one-fifth of Port 
Everglades' total revenues comes from petroleum and its byproducts stored and distributed 
through the Port. 4 

Port Everglades is nationally ranked number 35 for tonnage passing through the port. The Port 
documented 4,079 vessel calls in 2010.5 Port tenants include more than 30 shipping lines calling 
on over 150 ports in 70 countries.6 Additionally, Port Everglades has a growing cruise 
ship/passenger vessel presence being a major homeport/destination port for major cruise ship 
lines. It is one of the world's busiest cruise ports in terms of the number of passengers served. 
Total annual cruise calls are projected to remain around 2,000 annually. 7 

The Port has access to rail, air, and road transport and land available for storage. It is comprised 
of three main berthing areas: 1) Northport, which services cruise ships, vessels, tankers, barges, 
and cargo, 2) Midport, which services cruise ships and cargo, and 3) Southport, which services 
predominantly container ships with the largest area for growth.8 

To the east of the Port is a barrier island where a U.S. Navy facility, the Nova Southeastern 
University Oceanographic Center, a U.S. Coast Guard facility, and the John U. Lloyd Beach 
State Park and its adjacent beaches are located. South of the Dania Cutoff Canal is the West 
Lake Park area, the proposed mangrove wetland and seagrass mitigation bank. West of the Port 
is US Highway 1 flanked by the Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood International Airport. North of the 
Port is a mixture of small craft waterways and commercial and residential development. 9 The 
federal Intercoastal Water Way transits through the Port in a north- south direction and serves 
both barges and recreational vessels. 10 On the ocean side of the barrier island is sandy beach and 
an offshore reefsystem. 11 

Purpose & Need: The primary objectives are, through the year 2060, to decrease costs 
associated with vessel delays from congestion, channel passing restrictions, and berth 
deficiencies; decrease transportation costs by increasing economies of scale for cargo and 
petroleum; and increase channel safety and maneuverability for existing and potentially future 
larger vessels while complying with USACE environmental operating principles. 

Alternatives: The proposed action is comprised of the following components: outer and inner 
entrance channel, three existing turning basins, creating a fourth turning basin, creating a 
widener, south access channel, and turning notch. 12 USACE looked at a number of depth and 
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widening alternatives for the outer and inner entrance channel, a number of depth alternatives for 
the remaining features, and some widening options. 

The Tentatively Selected Plan requires the removal of approximately 5.47 million yd3 of dredged 
material necessitating the expansion of the existing Port Everglades Offshore Dredged Material 
Disposal Site, 13 which is being addressed in a separate NEPA action pursuant to the Marine 
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act. 14 The Plan will deepen the outer entrance channel 
from 45 to 57 feet, extend it 2,200 feet into the ocean, and widen it to 800 feet. 15 Both the inner 
entrance channel and the main turning basin will be deepened from 42 to 50 feet. 16 The widener, 
an area of shallow water, will be deepened to 50 and widened to 300 feet. 17 Modifications to the 
south access channel include widening the "knuckle" area by 250 feet causing the relocation of 
the US Coast Guard facility, shifting the channel 65 feet to the east to effect a transition from the 
"knuckle" south to the federal channel, deepening from 42 to 50 feet, and widening a 1,845 foot 
section by 100 feet and widening by 130 feet a section north of the turning notch. 11 The turning 
notch is to be deepened from 42 feet to 50 feet after the federal sponsor has widened the turning 
notch by removing 8.6 acres of mangrove wetlands and deepened it to 42 feet. 

Affected Environment: 

The entrance to the harbor is in the vicinity of three reef tracts: inner (located approximately 100 
to 2,000 feet from shore and cresting at 26 feet), middle (located approximately 3,000 to 6,000 
feet from shore and in 49 feet of water), and outer (located approximately 8,000 feet from shore 
and cresting at 52 feet) where all the coral and hardbottom and impacts will occur. These are 
high-latitude reefs, existing near the northern limit of reef growth in the continental United 
States. 19 While no longer a growing system, the reef complex provides storm protection, 
hardbottom habitat for invertebrates and fish species, and recreational uses resulting in economic 
benefits to South Florida. 20 

The harbor is habitat for seagrasses and mangrove wetlands serving as an estuary for a number of 
animal and fish species including those protected under the Endangered Species Act. The 287
acre John U. Lloyd State Park is located directly across and parallel to the southport access 
channeU1 The State Park's harbor portion includes estuarine tidal swamp (mangroves), estuarine 
and marine unconsolidated substrates, marine consolidated substrates, and a rare, tropical coastal 
hammock ecosystem (maritime harnmock). 22 These maritime hammocks have become 
increasingly valuable for their ability to act as "refugia" because of South Florida's near total 
loss of this plant-community type. 23 

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection designated the waters within the Port as 
Class III, acceptable for recreation, fish, and wildlife and the waters adjacent to State Park, the 
Atlantic Ocean, as Outstanding Waters of the State.24 

Environmental Impacts: 

Corals/hardbottom: The most significant impact associated with dredging the outer entrance 
channel is the permanent removal of coral and hardbottom habitat. The draft EIS indicates the 
permanent removal of approximately 5.58 acres of the middle reef and approximately 11.09 
acres of the outer reef to create the entrance channel flare for vessel safety purposes to address 
variable and unpredictable cross currents resulting from eddies spinning off the Gulf Stream.25 It 
also indicates the potential for another 17.13 acres of reef and nearshore hard bottom could be 
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impacted associated anchoring the cutterhead dredge equipment. EPA notes these estimates do 
not include direct impacts to the remaining coral associated with the actual construction activity, 
e.g., cutterhead dredge and confined blasting effects. EPA also notes a discrepancy in defined 
impacts exists between the USACE and the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Seagrasses: The draft EIS indicates dredging will permanently remove up to 3.57 acres of mixed 
or monoculture Johnson's seagrass where it occurs along the south access channel and widener 
and impede post-dredging recolonization as the seagrasses require shallow, 13-14 foot habitats. 26 

Again, EPA notes a discrepancy in de tined impacts exists between the USACE and the National 
Marine Fisheries Service. 

Mangrove wetlands: The draft EIS indicates the proposed action will only impact 1.6 acres of 
jurisdictional mangrove wetlands located along the east side of the south access channel along J. 
Lloyd State Park's western shore. 27 EPA finds a greater wetlands impact (8.59 acres) associated 
with the close linkage between the turning notch component of the proposed action to be done by 
the US ACE and that being done by the sponsor. 28 

EPA's Technical Comments 

Aquatic Ecosystems - Impacts to corals 
• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS address the discrepancy between National Marine Fishery 

Service and USACE's findings regarding the occurrence ofA. cervicornis within the study 
area. 29 According to NMFS, A. cervicornis has been documented within 150 meters of the 
channel whereas the draft states no A. cervicornis colonies have been identified within the 
channel or border area. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS address NMFS findings the US ACE coral reef impacts 
estimates are too low, by approximately 8.16 acres. A concern, NMFS raised back in 2011 
which has not been addressed in the 2013 draft. 
o 	 EPA recommends the USACE use the appropriate mapping scale to determine impacts 

associated with the proposed outer entrance channel deepening and widening component. 
The County appears to have demonstrated the importance ofthese coral resources by 
expending the necessary resources to appropriately characterize impacts. The proposed 
action represents a significant impact to the County/State's coral resources and the UACE 
may be able to use and build upon the Co~nty's improved mapping efforts. 
• 	 In 2008, Broward County resurveyed the areas usin§ updated lidar technology having 

higher resolution and better processing capabilities3 to realize enhanced seafloor 
depictions over the 2001 survey. According to NSU, a visual inspection of these data 
showed that several apparent hardbottom features were not depicted in the original 
2004 NSU maps made from the 2001 lidar survey data. 

o 	 EPA notes in the mid-2000s the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission and 
Nova Southeastern University, both members of the Port Everglades Research Group, 
recommended the offshore reefs within the proposed action's footprint be mapped at a 
finer scale. EPA recommends the construction impacts be re-considered consistent with 
NFMS determinations as supported by the corresponding State agency. EPA recognizes 
these entities to be the appropriate expertise for determining hardbottornlreef impacts. 
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• The impacts associated with construction equipment and activities do not appear to 

• 

• 

• 

• 


have been considered in the direct impact assessment. In addition to permanent 
removal, dredging is expected to dislodge coral fragments and rubble causing them to 
slide down the existing steep slopes to impact down slope the spur-and-grove reef 
habitats lying outside the dredging footprint. Moreover, it is reasonably foreseeable for 
the confined blasting to fracture the hardbottom, existing corals and their substrate. 
The ultimate likely result is an unstable reef substrate. Further increasing the 
difficulties to recover a damaged coral habitat and detrimentally impacting the 
resilience of the designated critical coral habitat. 
EPA also recommends the final EIS address NMFS concern regarding the draft's 
underestimation of cutterhead-dredge impacts within the outer entrance channel. 
NMFS estimates 19.31 acres ofpotential impacts compared to USACE's 17.31 acres. 
EPA recommends the final EIS provide coral/hard bottom impact information 
associated with the use of explosives and a mechanical excavator which is lacking in 
the draft. 
EPA further recommends the final EIS add a column to Table 1831 to indicate the 
potential additional impacts associated with dredging/excavation equipment used. 
• 	 For example, the draft indicates 10 additional reef impacts, plus an additional 7.13 

acres assuming the worst case scenario,32 may be associated with the use of a 
cutterhead dredge. 33 

• 	 The draft also indicates an option to cutterhead dredge is the mechanical excavator 
with the use confined underwater blasting with explosives to break the rock to 
facilitate dredging.34 No data has been given regarding the impacts associated with 
a mechanical excavator or confined blasting. 

• 	 The draft also indicates a hopper dred§e has the highest likelihood of adverse 
turbidity and/or sedimentation effect.3 

EPA recommends the final EIS discuss the appropriateness of using cutter head dredge, 
with its associated anchoring and cable operation in a sensitive coral reef area. 
• EPA notes the US ACE indicated it cannot dictate types ofdredging equipment that 

a contractor may use (per the Competition in Contracting Act), so the potential 
remains for all ofthe potential contractors to propose to use a cutter head dredge 
with the traditional anchor cable configuration. 3 USACE states it can only 
request the selected contractor to implement an anchoring and vessel operation 
plan to effectively minimize anchor and cable impacts to hardbottom habitat 
through its Request for Proposal process, which will include incentives to 
encourage potential contractors to avoid reef impacts?7 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS discuss potential reef impacts associated with dredge 
equipment when the 5 - 7 year dredging period is interrupted by storms. As the draft 
noted, Florida's weather is very dynamic ranging from nor'easters associated with 
arctic fronts and the tropical depressions and hurricanes from the South Atlantic 
Ocean.38 

• 	 EPA recommends the fmal EIS address NMFS concern for the proposed action's potential to 
create a gap or vacuum of sufficient dimension it prohibits floating coral fragments and 
larvae's ability to cross and land in suitable habitat to grow and reproduce. Moreover the 
documented highly unpredictable offshore currents and eddies combined with the proposed 
deep and narrow channel may sweep larva out into the deeper waters or into the harbor, 
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ultimately reducing the existing designated critical coral habitat's resiliency. Another concern 
NMFS raised in 20 11, which this 20 13 draft does not address. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the appropriateness of the draft's characterization of 
the percent of the designated critical habitat permanently removed by channel extension as an 
expression of the significance of the proposed action's impacts to coral habitat. 
o 	 The draft states [g]iven the percentage ofavailable NMFS-defined colonizable habitat less 

than 0.006% (0.02 sq km) ofthe FL DCH unit would be permanently removed by the 
TSP 's construction. 39 

o 	 EPA finds this characterization does not adequately reflect the nature of the complex reef 
dynamics, these reefs exist near the northern limit of reef growth, nor appropriately 
characterize their value, both economically and ecologically. Moreover, it is inconsistent 
with the impact determinations and associated mitigation protocol. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the draft's explanation of the methodology used to 
calculate impacts for mitigation purposes. 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Several different hardbottom/reef impact acreage numbers appear throughout the draft and 
its appendices. The Executive Summary indicates 15.23 acres. 40 Direct dredging impacts 
are indicated to total 16.66 acres. 41 Appendix E-2 refers to 16.64 acres. 42 While Appendix 
E refers to 15.17.43 It is unclear where these numbers come from. It was stated without 
any discussion or explanation, the revised lower number of 15.17 resulted from 
engineering modifications and better mapping. 
The discussion of impact scenario 2 is very confusing. The first paragraph indicates no 
impacts would occur associated with cables and anchors. Then the following paragraph 
indicates anchor-cable impacts were calculated at 7.40 acres.44 It is unclear whether 
anchor and cable impacts will occur under Scenario 2. 
The draft mentions USACE's contractor, Dial Cordy and Associates, mapped the area45 

using video cameras46 and benthic assessments, but no mapping protocols were provided 
to describe how the mapping was performed. 
Figure 59 cites the habitat maps but no discussion was provided to explain how the 
polygons were drawn, their criteria, or purpose. 47 

Appendix E is unclear whether the calculations were for a 57 or 59 foot depth.48 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS discuss how it derived its Species specific impact as depicted 
in Tables 2-5. 49 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS change the word "buffer" to different word because it is 
being to reference the cutterhead dredge anchor placement: 150 meters from the channel's 
edge. 5° This identified "buffer" area is the area being directly impacted by the proposed 
action's potential use of a cutterhead dredge and its associated anchors. Moreover, its use is 
inconsistent with the draft's proper use of buffer, e.g., marine mammal protection zone from 
confined underwater blasting, 5 

1 a buffer against poor recruitment years, 52 and mangrove 
buffer in context of sawfish habitat. 5 

3 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the draft's position the USACE revised the reef 
impact amount based upon refined engineering analysis, higher resolution habitat maps, 
refined construction timelines to modified the project's duration, and indirect effects 
associated with vessel movements as a result of the economic analysis. The draft provided 
no explanation how these factors revised the number of injured areas depicted in Tables 6
10.54 
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Aquatic Ecosystems - Impacts to Seagrasses 
• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the draft's seagrass impacts identified as 4.01 acres 

when it is our understanding the cumulative impacts associated with the Tentatively Selected 
Plan is approximately 9.492 acres. 55 

o 

o 

o 

Aquatic Ecosystems - Impacts to Mangroves 
• 	 EPA recommends the final Feasibility Study describe which the draft does not, how impact 

acres to mangrove and reeflhardbottom habitat were determined.60 

• 	 EPA recommends the final SEIS clarify the draft's statement the USACE has determined that 
although no filling ofjurisdictional wetlands will occur as a part ofthe proposed action .... 61 

The draft EIS indicates the proposed installation of environmentally friendly bulkheads will 
impact jurisdictional wetlands. 62 

Aquatic Ecosystems - Impacts 

EPA recommends the final EIS clarify why the draftj6 does not include: 
• 	 The 1.06 acre of seagrass, and corresponding mitigation, National Marine Fisheries 

Service's identified in the outer entrance channel in its assessment area number 1.57 

• 	 The 2.071 acres of seagrass, and corresponding mitigation, NMFS' identified in the 
harbor in its assessment area number 2. 58 

EPA recommends the final EIS clarify why the draft59 is inconsistent regarding sea grass 
acreage impact calculations with NMFS. 
• 	 inner entrance channelUSACE's 0.08-acre determination for the  is inconsistent with 

NMFS' 0.698 acre determination in its corresponding assessment area number 3. 
• 	 both the widener and south access channelUSACE's 5.01-acre determination for  is 

inconsistent with NMFS' 5.681 acre determination for its corresponding assessment 
areas number 4 and 5. 

• 	 widenerUSACE's 3.26-acre determination for the  is inconsistent with NMFS' 4.647 
acre determination. 

EPA further recommends the seagrass impacts be re-considered consistent with NFMS 
determinations as supported by the corresponding State agency. EPA recognizes these 
entities to be the appropriate expertise in the science of fisheries and their associated 
habitats, i.e., seagrasses. 
• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify why the USACE's snapshot approach to 

assessing seagrass impacts is based upon the best available science and should be used 
over NMFS' cumulative cover approach, which NMFS' maintains is best supported by 
the available science. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS address its independent technical review panel63 concerns the 
draft does not address all the requirements of the Endangered Species Act, National 
Environmental Policy Act, 64 and Water Resources Development Act. 65 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS discuss port and beach renourishment projects located in the 
two adjoining coastal counties as part of the cumulative impact analysis. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS discuss the sponsor's dredging of the turning notch and the 
Dania Canal Cutoff,66 which outside sources report started in July of201367 as part of the 
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cumulative impact analysis, including impacts upon the proposed mitigation bank, West Park 
Lake. 

Aquatic Ecosystems - Mitigation- coralslhardbottom 

• EPA recommends the USACE further address the National Marine Fisheries Service's 
mitigation coral nursery proposal to propagate coral and support active coral reef 
enhancement for the benefit identitied in the draft: ... it is designed to maximize the chances 
ofsuccessful natural coral reproduction; larval tranJport; settling and colonization into new 
areas; and genetic mixing required for survival and recovery ofthe species68 combined with 
the USACE proposal to create boulder reefs, i.e., substrate for NMFS to colonize using 
nursery stock. 
o 

o 

NMFS' proposal when compared to the USACE' s passive, boulder reef approach has 
environmental data to support its potential for success. However, the question remains as 
to whether the proposed action's impacts to coral reefs will ever be appropriately 
mitigated. As noted in the draft, these are high-latitude reefs, existing near the northern 
limit of reef growth/9 not in optimal growing conditions, and they exist in a higher stress 
environment making mitigation efforts challenging at best. 
The draft presents only a few papers supporting the use of boulders as appropriate 
mitigation for lost natural reef habitat. However, a number of studies refute the 
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation and its purported equivalency to natural habitat. 
There are few long term studies of artificial reefs pertaining directly to the issue of 
compensation for function and services of a natural reef. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarifY the draft's apparent misstatement of Port Everglades 
Reef Group's compensatory mitigation recommendations. PERG' s recommendation appears 
to be for a minimum advisable size of 12-15 em colonies.70 However the draft indicated 
states [ o ]ne notable recommendation ofP ERG that will be implemented is the 
transplantation ofcorals larger than 25 em in diameter/height to the mitigation site.71 

o 	EPA recommends the transplanting of corals should be consistent with NFMS 
determinations as supported by the corresponding State agency. EPA recognizes these 
entities to be the appropriate expertise for addressing coral mitigation. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS address both the National Marine Fishery Service's and 
USACE's independent own independent technical peer review findings72 regarding the use of 
boulder piles and its assumption they will reach 100 percent equivalency with natural coral 
reefs in 30 years. The USACE's use of Habitat Equivalency Analysis to make this 100 
percent equivalency finding introduces potentially significant uncertainty regarding the 
actual achievement of 100 percent. 
o 	USACE in its HEA determinations inappropriately used a "0" discount rate and indicated 

it did so in compliance with OMB Circulars and Corps regulations and guidance. 73 

• 	 However, the referenced OMB Circular specifically exempts from its scope water 
resource projects. 74 It does not prohibit the proposed action from the use of discount 
rates greater than "0." Nor does the guidance for the exempted water resource 
projects75 prohibit the use of discount rates. 

• 	 EPA recommends some discount rate greater than 0 percent be used in USACE's HEA 
analysis in order to attempt to provide sufficient mitigation because the value or 
services provided by the habitat and communities removed and injured by dredging will 
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be lost for decades76 by all estimates and may never achieve 100 percent recovery to 
present value. 

• 	 For example, a 3-percent discount rate with the assumption the USACE's proposed 
boulder mitigation will upon maturity reach 50 percent, not 100, of the natural reef 
services has been proposed. 

• 	 EPA recommends the discount rate should be re-considered consistent with NFMS 
detenninations as supported by the corresponding State agency. EPA recognizes 
these entities to be the appropriate expertise for calculating the appropriate HEA. 

o 	Additionally, USACE's underestimation of impact acreage to corals and hardbottom, as 
discussed in the above comments on impacts, further adds to the significance of the HEA 
analysis' uncertainty. 

o 	EPA recommends the final EIS discuss how the HEA input parameters were selected and 
whether agreed to by all parties. According to the draft, much appears to have been 
decided at meetings without clear documentation for those not present at these deciding 
meetings. No justification has been provided in the draft to justifY the actual parameters 
used. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS identifY appropriate compensatory mitigation for the "best 
buy" mitigation plan77 as proposed should the transplant survival rate be lower than the 
perfonnance criteria value for the transplantation of stony coral colonies to boulder reefs or 
alternate locations. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify and provide a scientific basis for the drafts' statement 
the transplantation of corals onto mitigation reefs will reduce the time to substantial 
functional productivity by as much as 20 years. 78 Functional productivity requires the 
octocorals, sponges, reef fishes and other reef biota be present with community structure 
similar to pre-impact conditions. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarifY the drafts' apparent double counting of mitigation 
credits for one action. According to the draft EIS/9 the total number of corals to be dredged 
is 100,744. Its cost estimate indicates the relocation of up to 12,235 corals outside of the 
impact area to boulder- reef recovery areas, a 12% reduction in impact. EPA recommends 
this impact minimization measure be reflected in a corresponding reduction in compensatory 
mitigation requirements. It would be inappropriate to also grant compensatory mitigation 
credit to the boulder reef recovery areas receiving the coral transplants. 80 The effect is 
getting credited twice for the same action. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarifY during the proposed five year monitoring period how 
it will be detennined that 100% equivalency of natural reef habitat has been achieved when it 
is expected take decades after boulder reef construction to achieve 100 percent, assuming 100 
percent can be achieved. EPA believes it is unlikely in five years to achieve 7 5% ofspecies 
found in the impact site shall be present in the mitigation site by the time ofthe completion of 
the monitoring period; and percent cover by the major groups oforganisms in the mitigation 
site shall be no less that it was in the impact site. 81 

Aquatic Ecosystems - Mitigation - mangrove wetlands 
• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS fully account for all aquatic ecosystem impacts and clarifY 

the draft EIS' allegations of avoidance and minimization of mangrove wetlands and 
seagrasses. The US ACE show cases dropping the turning notch and Dania Cutoff Canal 
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projects from the proposed action as example of its mitigation avoidance82 in response to 
stakeholder concerns. S3 EPA encourages the USACE to explain how these wetlands and 
seagrasses impacts will be avoided when the sponsor will likely have destroyed them prior to 
the proposed action's initiation. EPA also encourages USACE to explain how its proposed 
avoidance effectively addressed the concerns of its stakeholders. 
o 

o 

o 

o 

The USACE takes credit for avoiding impacts to 8.59 acres of red and black mangrove 
wetlands84 by dropping the turning notch widening/deepening component for economic 
reasons85 while knowing the federal sponsor will remove these same wetlands86 to 
implement the original, federally proposed, turning-notch widening proposal and to 
deepen up to 42 feet of the original 50 foot design. The draft EIS indicates the sponsor 
already has initiated permitting discussions and held a pre-application meeting in August, 
2012. Moreover after being deepened to 42 feet by the sponsor, USACE intends take 
action to further deepen the notch to 52 feet. 87 

• 	 EPA notes the draft EIS describes these mangroves to be removed as: [t]his mangrove 
area is mitigation for previous wetland impacts associated with the Turning Notch 
Project (DC &A 2001). During the interagency site visit in May 2008, it was noted this 
area contains a mature mangrove community and the riprap revetment between the 
mangroves and open water appears to provide sufficient spacing to allow for detrital 
exchange andfishery resource access."88 

The USACE also takes credit for avoiding significant impacts to mature red and black 
mangrove wetlands, 89 by dropping the Dania Cutoff Canal component for economic 
reasons.90 Hence avoiding18.49 acres of mangrove wetlands.91 The Dania CutotiCanal 
component is now considered to be a non-federally sponsored project,92 for which 
dredging commenced in July of2013.93 The draft EIS did not discuss USACE's approval 
of the sponsor's permit for this project. 94 EPA notes the dredged material is being 
disposed of in a landfill instead of being disposed into the Port Everglades offshore 
dredged material disposal site. 
• 	 EPA notes the proposed mitigation for removing these 8.6 acres by the sponsor remain 

undetermined.95 

EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the draft's claim [t]he tentatively selected plan now 
proposes to impact only approximately 1.16 acres ofmangroves. 96 The Turning Notch 
project will impact an additional 8.59 acres. And the Dania Cutoff Canal project impacted 
an additional 18.49 acres for a total 28.4 acres of mangrove impacts for which mitigation 
is only being proposed for 1.16 acres. 
EPA recommends the final EIS clarify whether the proposed action's mangrove impacts 
will affect habitat created by the Port as mitigation for previous impacts to native areas of 
mangrove. 97 

Aquatic Ecosystems - Mitigation - seagrasses 
• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the proposed action's seagrass impacts and associated 

mitigation. The draft states mitigation to offset impacts to 4.01 acres of seagrass will occur 
at West Lake Park.98 EPA understands seagrass impacts may exceed 9 acres. See Aquatic 
Ecosystem- impacts comments below. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify how West Lake Park creates sufficient seagrass 
mitigation credit to offset 4.01 to 9.49 acres of seagrass impacts associated with the proposed 
action. 
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o 	 EPA recommends the tinal EIS clarify how the best available science and scientific 
literature supports mitigation of seagrasses at the West Lake Park and is consistent with 
the federal mitigation rule's requirements. 99 

o 	 EPA recommends the final EIS address the National Marine Fishery Services' concern 
regarding Port Everglades seagrasses habitat value to two federally managed species: the 
gray snapper and blustriped grunt, which is a function of distance from the ocean and inlet 
which West Lake Park cannot adequately compensate. 

o 	EPA recommends the final EIS identify how many mitigation credits are available at West 
Park Lake. 
• 	 The draft states [t]o offset impacts due to implementation ofthe TSP, 2.4 seagrass 

functional units ... will be provided by West Park Lake. 100 This is to mitigate the 
draft's identified 4.01 seagrass acres impacted. 

• 	 However, USACE permit SAJ-2002-0072 has authorized only 2.22 seagrass credits. 
• 	 Moreover, NMFS has identified 9.492 acres of seagrass impacts requiring 5.25 seagrass 

credits. 
• 	 EPA recommends the FEIS identify and discuss alternative mitigation plans should West 

Lake Park provide insufficient mitigation to offset proposed action's impacts. 
• 	 EPA recommends the FEIS explain how the seagrass UMAM scores were determined. 101 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the draft EIS' claim it avoided 0.66 acres of 
seagrasses associated with dropping the Dania Canal Cutoff component since the sponsor 
currently is dredging this canal. 102 

Aquatic Ecosystems - Mitigation 
• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the Port Everglades Navigation Project Mitigation 

Plan103 will be in compliance with the Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule, dated April 
2008. 104 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS address its peer review panel concerns, as the draft did not, 
regarding the adequacy of the draft's discussion on avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures for unavoidable impacts to identified resources and ESA-listed species such as the 
federally threatened Johnson's seagrass (Halophil a johnsonii). 105 

• 	 EPA recoriunends the final EIS discuss additional avoidance and minimization measures in 
accordance to the Clean Water Act106 because the mangroves, sea grass and coral/hardbottom 
communities in the area are aquatic resources of national importance. EPA agrees with the 
Corps finding in the draft EIS: [m]any ofthe natural resources in the project area are 
considered significant under the Corps planning guidance. 101 

• 	 The EPA requests the final EIS clarify the draft's use adopted primary mitigation plan as 
presented in Table 35. 108 This language appears to be a final statement on proposed 
mitigation for project impacts when significant doubt exists regarding the proposed 
mitigation's adequacy. 

Water Quality-public water supplies 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS discuss the ground-water related studies conducted to 
determine the potential impacts to potential public groundwater supplies associated with the 
proposed construction. 
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o The draft's conclusion no substantial impacts to water supplies is expected 
109 

does not 
appear to have been supported by a ground water study, which has been done for other 
port deepening projects, e.g., Savannah and Jacksonville Harbors. 
• 	 For example, there is no information on the whether the cone of depression associated 

with the nearest municipal water-supply well-field will be impacted. For large 
municipal wells, cones of depression can extend many miles from the pumped well. 
The four-mile distance of the nearest municipal water supply well field does not 
preclude impacts associated with the proposed action's construction. 

110 

• 	 Moreover, the fact that the shallow aquifer is not now used for public water supply 
does not preclude its current use for private water supplies or for future use as 
public water supply. 

• 	 One concern is the proposed blasting may facilitate increased porosity and 
transmissivity of seawater into ground-water dependent public water supplies, 
particularly during storm events and high tides by fracturing associated with the 

. Ill, 112, 113, 114 s th Fl 'd , l . . k l'proposed blastmg. ou on a s geo ogy IS extensive arst 1mestone 
which is very hydraulically conductive. The USACE proposes each blasting charge to 
be placed in a drilled hole 5-l 0 feet deep below the desired depth, 

115 
e.g., 57 feet. 

This blasting may facilitate increased porosity and transmissivity of seawater into 
ground-water dependent public water supplies, particularly during storm events and 
high tides. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS describe the proposed action's construction impacts to the 
surficial-aquifer system. The draft does not provide information on how the proposed action 
will cumulatively affect previous harbor dredging impacts to the surficial aquifer. Nor does 
it provide any rock-removal volume estimates. No discussion has been provided describing 
rock-removal impact's the aquifer's porosity and ability to transmit sea water associated with 
public water supply well-draw downs. 

Water Quality- nutrients 

• 	 provide environmental information regarding the proposed EPA recommends the final EIS 
action's impacts to nutrient concentrations of the coastal waters. As the existing deepest 
channel in the vicinity, the Port Everglades Inlet represents the largest source of potential 
pollutant loads from inlets to the coastal ocean in Southeast Florida. 

116 
Moreover, Figure 62 

depicts the inner and outer entrance channel as a point source of fecal coliforms, enterococci, 
and Clostridium perfringens. 

111 
' 

113 
EPA notes the referenced USGS study only sampled for 

microbial constituents of human sewage, and did not include sampling for nutrients. 
• 	 address those studies indicating the water in the inner EPA recommends the final EIS 

entrance channel contains higher concentrations of nutrients compared to levels typically 
seen in the coastal ocean. 119 

• 
120 Enlargement of the channel may potentially increase the flux 

of these substances out of the inlet and into the coastal ocean. Moreover, the proposed 
blasting will potentially significantly increase the groundwater -surface water interface 
potentially increasing the nutrient enriched ground water to discharge into surface water. 
o 	The Port Everglades Flow study results indicate the possibility for the upper water column 

inside the inner entrance channel (the part of the water column most likely to contain 
excess nutrients and microbial contaminates) to flow in an opposite direction from the 
lower water column. As stated in sub-appendix C, RMA-2 is a depth-averaged 2D model 
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and will not resolve the vertical features of the channel water column. These features, 
however, may be important when considering impacts within the vicinity of the inlet, e.g., 
nutrient enrichment concerns. 

Water-Quality Impacts- Turbidity 
• 

• 

• 

EPA recommends the tinal EIS evaluate the potential turbidity effects to water quality during 
the estimated five-seven years of dredging and blasting. Without information to support its 
conclusions, the draft states water quality impacts are expected to be inconse~uential, 121 

temporary, and no foreseeable future actions resulting in a cumulative effect. 1 2 

EPA recommends the final SEIS fully evaluate the long-term turbidity effects associated with 
larger ships using a deeper navigational channel. Larger ships are expected to create larger 
wakes, potentially increasing shoreline erosion effects, and potentially disturbing and re
suspending bottom sediments. Additionally the widening effect associated with the proposed 
deepening may expose more surface area of unconsolidated sediments to erosion. 
EPA recommends the USACE consider avoidance and minimization techniques to reduce 
these potential environmental consequences and identify appropriate mitigation to address 
this concern. 

Offshore Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS) Impacts 
• 

• 

• 

• 

EPA recommends the tinal EIS clarify the deepening and expansion material has not been 
tested or evaluated pursuant to the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act. By 
stating [i]mpacts associated with disposal activities at the USEP A designated and authorized 
ODMDS have been reviewed and addressed in USEPA 's 2005 E!Sfor the designation ofthe 
Port Everglades ODMDS. The USACE ... hereby incorporates those analyses into this EIS ... 
. , 

123 the draft implies the dredged material to be disposed offshore is suitable for ocean 
disposal without further analysis, study, or testing, which is not a factual determination. See 
ODMDS comments below. 
EPA recommends the final EIS discuss the impacts to the proposed action should a 
significant volume of dredged material be unable to meet the required ocean dumping 
criteria, prohibiting the use of the preferred disposal option, ocean disposal off shore. 124 It 
remains unknown whether any of this material will meet ocean dumping criteria, require 
special management practices, or a non-ocean disposal site. 
EPA recommends the tinal EIS clarify the deepening and expansion material has not been 
tested or evaluated pursuant to the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act. The 
draft EIS states: [s]ediments sampled within the OEC, IEC, NTB, MTB, and STB have been 
tested andfound suitable for ocean disposal ... 125 which appears to imply the material 
associated with the proposed action has been tested and found in compliance with the ocean 
disposal criteria. The sediments tested in 2004 were the maintenance material dredged and 
disposed of in 2006, which is no longer in the basin. Additionally, the harbor has been 
maintenance dredged at least twice since 2004. 
EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the draft's inconsistent statements. It states, [ n ]o 
sources ofpollutants or contaminants have been identified within the construction or 
disposal areas. 126 However, it also states, [a]lthough industria/facilities exist in the area that 
may have a potential for release oftoxic materials, the materials most likely to be discharged 
are petroleum hydrocarbons, small, undocumented chemical spills, and stormwater runoff 
from large container and.freight yards. 121 EPA agrees the latter describes potential pollution 
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and contaminant sources within the construction area, which might impact the material to be 
dredged and its potential compliance with the ocean disposal criteria. 

• 	 provide the Tier I analysis Appendix J. The draft indicates it EPA recommends the tinal EIS 
has been performed and is in Appendix 1, 128 which it is not. Moreover, Appendix J does not 
address the requirements of the MPRSA or follow any national or regional guidance for 
performing a Tier I evaluation. 
o 	 EPA requests the US ACE provide it an appropriate Tier I analysis for review prior to the 

final EIS, since EPA was unable to determine from the draft EIS whether it was consistent 
with national and regional testing guidance. 

• 	 clarify it is Section 103, not Section 102 of the MPRSAEPA recommends the final EIS 
authorizing the USACE to designate a one-time use of a disposal site. 129 

• 	 describe the proposed artificial mitigation siteEPA recommends the final EIS  to facilitate the 
appropriate CWA Section 404 compliance determination. It is not described in the draft. 130 

At a minimum, the description should include the site's location and the substrate's 
characteristics. It is impossible to make a factual determination of compliance without an 
appropriate description of the proposed disposal site. 

• 	 clarify the decision not to incorporate the site designation EPA recommends the final EIS 
into this draft Port Everglades EIS was a joint EPA/US ACE, not solely EPA' s. 131 

• 	 clarify the ocean dumping criteria are based on a suite ofEPA recommends the final EIS 
tests including chemical and biological tests, not just chemical testing as implied in the 
draft. 132 

• 	 clarify the dredged material disposed at the ODMDS is not EPA recommends the final EIS 
regulated under the Clean Water Act and therefore the CWA's Section 404(b )( 1) evaluation 
guidelines are inapplicable to the ODMDS' use. 133 

• 	 define what part of the approximately six million cubic yards EPA recommends the final EIS 
is expected to be rock removed (i.e., from the surficial aquifer). The draft indicates a 
significant quantity of rock will require blasting; approximately 40-50% of the material in the 
main, south, and north turning basins. 134 

Sea Level Rise 
• 	 discuss the effects of anticipated sea-level rise over the 50EPA recommends the final SEIS 

year project life in context of the need to construct the proposed action to the proposed depth 
to accommodate the design vessels. Whether sea-level rise may naturally provide some 
increased water depth to facilitate deep-draft vessel passage without going to the full TSP 
depth. 

• 	 discuss how the proposed action will incorporate any EPA recommends the final SEIS 
revisions to the USACE's existing guidance, 135 which expires on September 30,2013, to 
reflect updated scientific findings over the proposed action's life. 

Storm Surge 
• 	 discuss how the storm-surge impact analysis was performed, the The FEIS should 

assumptions made, and confidence in any model derived results. The draft indicates no 
storm-surge modeling or analysis was performed. 
o 	 EPA recommends this analysis discussion include worst case scenarios, e.g., slow 

moving, category 5 hurricane occurring at a high tide with the three sea-level rise 
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scenarios: baseline, intermediate, and high over the 50-year project life consistent with 
current USACE guidance. 136 

o 	 EPA recommends this analysis discussion indicate whether the ADCIRC storm surge 
simulations were used. E.g., the USACE's Sabine Neches study. 131 

o 	 EPA recommends this analysis discussion indicate where the changes in peak surge occur 
in the area associated with the proposed action and what is being impacted. 
Infrastructure? Residential Areas? The Barrier Island? 

o 	 EPA recommends this analysis discussion describe the cumulative effect of storm-surge 
and sea level impacts based upon the USACE's existing sea level rise guidance: the three 
sea-level rise scenarios: baseline, intermediate, and high over the 50-year project life. 

• 	 discuss the effects of a deepened channel allowing a greater EPA recommends the final SEIS 
volume of seawater to penetrate the harbor upon the surrounding areas including 
environmental justice communities, public water supply facilities, wastewater treatment 
facilities, and other public infrastructure. 
o 	 Flooding, erosion, and salt-water intrusion through the porous limestone unit of the 

surficial aquifer are potential concerns associated with storm surges. The proposed action 
could possibly breach up to ten138 or more feet of the surficial aquifer creating extensive 
fractures facilitating new dissolution areas within the existing karst. 

o 	 A concern exists for impacts associated with large, slow moving storm events upon areas 
already susceptible to storm-surge flooding. It is unclear whether the proposed action may 
exacerbate the storm-surge impacts and associated flooding risk of smaller storms than 
under existing conditions. 

o 	 EPA recommends the final SEIS discuss storm-surge impact in context of low and high 
tides, previous histories of major storm-surge impacts, and sea-level rise. 

o 	 EPA recommends the final SEIS' discuss the effects of a deepened channel allowing a 
greater volume of seawater to penetrate the harbor upon the J.U. Lloyd Beach State Park, 
the harbor's mangrove wetlands and sea grasses. 

o 	EPA recommends the final SEIS consider appropriate mitigation measures (e.g., 
informing the local county's public utilities and emergency management program to allow 
them to update their storm surge maps, evacuation procedures, increasing storm-water 
retention areas, etc.). 

Air Quality
• 	 explore with the applicant additional measures to EPA recommends the US ACE continue to 

reduce fossil-fuel use during construction. Additionally, the USACE and applicant should 
consider mitigative measures for port operations, such as additional repower/electrification of 
container handling equipment, improved logistics related to container movement, port 
locomotive idle and shut-off policies, use of biodiesel blends, etc. 139 

• 	 identify any sensitive receptors within 1,500 feet EPA recommends the final EIS 
(approximately 500 meters) from all air-toxics emission sources because the draft EIS did not 
address air toxics. Sensitive receptors include hospitals, daycares, nursing homes, schools 
and other at risk populations. EPA recognizes a substantial area around the port is 
industrialized. Based upon a cursory review of the study area on EPA's NEP Assist program, 
no schools or hospitals could be identified within 1,500 feet of major port facilities. EPA 
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requests the USACE identify any potential near-facility sensitive receptors and confirm this 
information in the final EIS. 

Environmental Justice & Children's Health 
• Environmental Justice 

o 

o 

anticipated for communities with EJ concerns, supporting information should be 
provided. 

• Children's Health 

EPA recommends the final EIS provide more information on how it meets Executive 
Order 12898. 140 The draft generally states the project would benefit shipping and general 
economy including low -income and minority populations, no identified minority or low 
income populations were identified in the study area or that would be affected by the 
project, and stakeholder involvement approach provided a variety of opportunities for 
affected communities to be involved. 141 No supporting information was provided 
regarding the above conclusions. 
EPA recommends the final EIS include demographic information and maps to support its 
statements made regarding the lack of minority and low-income population in the study 
area and surrounding community. If the demographic analysis identified any minority 
and low-income populations, efforts made to meaningfully engage these populations in 
the decision-making process should be identified including a brief summary of any EJ 
comments or concerns identified along with USACE's response. In addition, any 
potential environmental and human health impacts should be identified along with any 
efforts to avoid, minimize or mitigate the effects. Furthermore, if the project benefits are 

o 

o 

EPA recommends the final EIS address impacts to children pursuant to Executive Order 
13045 142 pertaining to children's health and safety which directs each Federal agency to 
make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks 
disproportionately affecting children and to address these risks. 
EPA recommends the final EIS include an analysis of impacts to children if there is a 
possibility of disproportionate impacts related to the proposed action. The analysis and 
disclosure of potential effects under NEP A is important because physiological and 
behavioral traits of children render them more susceptible and vulnerable to 
environmental health and safety risks. Children may have higher exposure levels to 
contaminants because they generally have higher inhalation rates, eat more food, and 
drink more water, and relative to their body size. In addition, a child's neurological, 
immunological, digestive, and other bodily systems are also potentially more susceptible 
to exposure-related health effects. It is well documented that children are more 
susceptible to many environmental factors that are commonly encountered in NEP A 
projects, including exposure to mobile source air pollution, diesel emissions, particulate 
matter and heavy metals. As mentioned in the Air Quality comments above, the final EIS 
should identify sensitive receptors such as schools, daycares, and hospitals located near 
the proposed project area and clearly describe the potential direct, indirect, and 
cumulative environmental and human health impacts to children. 
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Editorial Comments 
• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify Figure 13, in the draft EIS, it shows a proposed 

channel depth at 56 feeti 43 but the action proposes an effective 57 foot depth. 144 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the draft EIS' inconsistencies in the turning notch 
depths. The draft SEIS text indicates USACE plans to deepen the turning notch from 42 to 
52 feet 14s but Figure 5 indicates the USACE will deepen to 48 feet. 146 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the projected number of vessel calls for the no action 
and the proposed action and be consistent throughout the text. 
o 	 The draft EIS indicates the 2060 no action projects are for a minimum of5,193 vessels 

calling annually, an increase from the pre-2012 baseline of more than 1,163 vessels 
annually. 147 

o 	 The draft EIS indicates the No Action analysis estimates 5,163 vessel calls in 2060, an 
increase in the 2012 level of 1,646 calls. 148 

o 	 The draft also states with project vessel calls in 2060 are estimated to be 8,693, one call 

less than estimated without project. 149 

o 	 The draft also states with project vessel calls in 2060 are estimated to be equal to or less 
than the without-project vessel calls. 150 

o 	 The draft also states the 2060 no action projects 8,984 vessel calls; an increase of 3,691 
from 2012 baseline, and 1 call less than with the TSP, 8,983 and the proposed action 2060 
calls are projected to be 8,983, one less call than the no action. 151 

o 	 The draft also states the no action, 2060 vessel project is 5163 while the proposed action's 
2060 vessel projection is 5,067. 152 

o 	 The draft also states the estimated vessel calls without project- 8,983 in 2060 and with 
project- 8,983 in 2060. 153 

o 	 The draft also states the no-action alternative would involve a continued increase in ship 
calls from the 4,000 vessel call 2012 baseline. The future 2060 without project estimate is 
5,163 vessel calls an increase of 1,646. 154 EPA's calculator finds 4,000 + 1,646 does not 
equal 5,163. 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify Figure 62 as the draft EIS references it for two 
different figures. m 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS improve on the draft EIS' Figure 64 to make it readable. 156 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS make Figure 74 readable. 157 

• 	 EPA recommends the final Feasibility Study clarify where the UMAM calculations are 
provided. They were not provide in Appendix B of the draft EIS as indicated in the draft 
Feasibility Study. 158 

• 	 EPA recommends the final Feasibility Study clarify where PERG's Draft Compensatory 
Mitigation Recommendations can be found. They were not provide in Appendix B of the 
draft EIS as indicated in the draft Feasibility Study. 159 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS reflect updated population numbers as the draft EIS states 
Florida's 2010 population was 1,748,066. 160 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS add TSP to the Acronyms/Definitions ofterms list. 161 For 
example, the draft EIS' Table 18 provides information regarding the habitat impacts of the 
TSP by plan component but TSP is undefined. 162 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS reflect the correct spelling of artificial in the Section 7 .2.3 

header. 163 
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• 	 The draft EIS states [m]angrove mitigation requirements were determined using the State of 
Florida's Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM) assessment." It should be 
Seagrass, not Mangrove. 164 

• 	 EPA recommends the final EIS clarify the draft's statement [ u ]navoidable impacts to 
mangrove wetlands will be mitigated by using credits (functional units) generated by habitat 
improvements at West Lake Park. 165 It should be seagrass, not mangrove. 

Region 4 EPA Contacts: 

Consistent with EP NUSACE discussions, EPA offers its assistance to address our identified 
concerns with this draft SEIS prior to publication of the final. The following is a list of staff, 
their contact information, and expertise areas. · 

• 	 Beth Walls, Region 4 NEPA Program Office, walls.beth@,epa.gov (404-562-8309). 
• 	 Christopher Militscher, Region 4 NEP A Program Office - air toxics assistance, 

militscher.chris@,epa.gov, ( 404-562-9512). 
• 	 Ntale Kajumba, Region 4 NEPA Program Office- EJ and sensitive communities assistance, 

kajumba.ntale@,epa.gov , ( 404-562-9620). 
• 	 Ron Miedema, Region 4 Water Protection Division, South Florida Regulatory Office

aquatic ecosystems, monitoring and adaptive management plan assistance, 
miedema.ron({i)epa. gov ( 561-616-87 41 ). 

• 	 Christopher McArthur, Region 4 Water Protection Division- offshore dredged-material 
disposal site assistance, mcarthur.christopher@epa.gov (404-562-9391). 

• 	 Roland Ferry, Region 4 Water Protection Division- aquatic ecosystems: coral and 
hardbottoms and HEA, ferrv.roland@epa.gov (404-562-9387). 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505 
http://sero.nmfsnoaa.gov 

F/SER4:JK!pw 

AVG 1 2 2013 
Colonel Alan Dodd, Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District 
P0 Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232 

Dear Colonel Dodd: 

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (ElS) dated June 14, 2013, entitled Navigation Improvements, Port Everglades 
Harbor, Broward County, Florida. The overall purpose of the project is to provide increased 
navigational safety, efficiency, and improved economic conditions while limiting impacts to the 
environment to the maximum extent practical. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is 
the lead federal agency and Broward County is the non-federal cost sharing partner for the 
project. The draft ETS describes a tentatively selected plan (TSP) that includes deepening the 
Outer Entrance Channel (OEC) to -57 feet mean lower low water (MLLW), widening the OEC 
to 800 feet, and extending the channel seaward 2,200 feet; deepening the main turning basin to -

50 feet MLLW and extending the southeastern boundary of the turning basin an additional 300 
feet; widening and deepening the south access channel; and deepening the turning notch 
(following local sponsor dredging of the same area). Blasting may be needed to remove rocky 
substrate. Dredge disposal would occur at the existing Port Everglades Harbor Ocean Dredged 
Material Disposal Site (ODMDS). The draft EIS states the TSP would impact 4.01 acres of 
seagrass, 15.17 acres of coral reef, and 1.16 acres of mangrove habitat. As detailed below, 
NMFS believes the draft EIS significantly understates these impacts. These comments reflect 
the responsibilities of the NMFS under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, and Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). 

Service as a Cooperating Agency in Development of the EIS 

By letter dated October 12, 2007, NMFS accepted the invitation from the USACE to participate 
as a cooperating agency in development of the EIS. In that letter, NMFS stated it would provide 
technical assistance on how impacts to threatened and endangered species and to essential fish 
habitat (EFH) would be identified and mitigated. However, NMFS does not have a NOAA 
federal action that requires us to adopt the EIS for our purposes (such as issuing an MMPA 
incidental take authorization). 

While this is the third version of the EIS NMFS has reviewed, the draft EIS omits significant 
input NMFS has provided and does not address questions NMFS has raised. Attachment 1 is the 
detailed review NMFS provided USACE on July 7, 2011. In lieu of repeating the same 
comments in this letter, NMFS will focus on the major issues that have not been adequately 
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addressed in the draft ETS, including comments on calculation of impacts to coral reefs, 
characterization of indirect effects to coral reefs, calculation of seagrass impacts, and seagrass 
mitigation. 

As a cooperating agency, NMFS has responded to requests from the USACE for technical 
assistance during development of the EIS, including preparation of a report, Characterization of 
Essential Fish Habitat in the Port Everglades Expansion Area, which is draft EIS Appendix H 
and is part of USACE’s EFH assessment, and development of a compensatory mitigation plan 
for coral reefs that is technically sound and appropriately offsets the impacts to coral reef 
habitats through active propagation and outplanting of corals. USACE included this mitigation 
option in the draft ETS as Appendix E-4. In this regard, NMFS also prepared sections of the draft 
ETS and appendices that describe this mitigation alternative. Lastly, due to the USACE’s 
reluctance to calculate coral reef impacts in the manner NMFS recommended in its comments on 
earlier versions of the draft EIS, NMFS completed a GIS analysis and technical report 
characterizing and quantifying the coral reef impacts that would result from the project 
(Attachment 2). 

While NMFS remains hopeful an agreement can be reached on those issues affecting NOAA 
trust resources, if NMFS and USACE cannot agree on a mutually acceptable mitigation plan to 
be incorporated in the final EIS, NMFS is considering exercising the option under Section 50 
CFR 600.920(k) to refer disputes to the Assistant Secretary of the Army. Further, NMFS may 
also evaluate the option of referring the matter to the President’s Council on Environmental 
Quality pursuant to Part 1504 of regulations for implementation of the National Environmental 
Policy Act. 

Characterization of Coral Reef Impacts 

Calculation of Direct Impacts to Coral Reef Habitat 
NMFS and Nova Southeastern University completed a GIS analysis and characterized the coral 
reef impacts that would result from the Port Everglades Expansion Project and concluded 21.66 
acres of coral reef located in the federal channel will be severely impacted by the planned 
expansion (Attachment 2). This estimate of direct impacts is approximately 6.49 acres more than 
the estimate in the draft EIS. The USACE’s estimate of direct impacts to coral reef habitats is 
based only on removal by the dredge and is estimated to total approximately 15.17 acres. Coral 
reef communities in the channel would be directly impacted through (1) removal by the dredge; 
(2) coral fragments and dredged material, including rubble and sediments, moving downslope or 
down current and shearing coral reef organisms from the substrate; and (3) fractures in 
hardbottom and lithified coral propagating into the reef framework, thereby destabilizing 
attachment of coral reef organisms. The latter two impacts create an unstable coral reef 
environment resulting in lower coral abundance and fewer large coral colonies. The steeply 
sloped, eastward facing spur-and-groove reef habitats are particularly at risk from the downslope 
movement of sediment and rubble. Stabilizing the seafloor following the dredging at Port 
Everglades may be the most significant measure that could minimize post-injury impacts on the 
surrounding reef communities and newly established reef organisms on uncovered substrate 
(Dial Cordy and Associates 2006); however, such stabilization is not proposed in the draft EIS. 
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Calculation of Potential Impact from Anchor Placement Outside the Channel 
Depending on the type of dredge selected, anchoring may be required outside the channel in 
coral reef and hardbottom habitats. The USACE mitigation plan estimates the anchors would 
result in approximately 17.13 acres of additional impacts to coral reef and hardbottom habitats. 
NMFS believes this estimate is too low because the draft EIS uses maps created at a coarse 
regional scale to calculate the impacts. Brian Walker, Ph.D., of Nova Southeastern University, 
the cartographer of the maps used by the USACE in the draft ETS, provided NMFS updated 
acreage calculations based on finer scale maps more suitable for impact assessment at Port 
Everglades (Attachment 3). NMFS concurs with Dr. Walker’s assessment that 19.31 acres (i.e., 
2.18 acres more than USACE estimates) of coral reef and hardbottom habitats would be 
impacted by dredge anchors if this construction strategy is used. 

Indirect Imp acts to Coral Reef Habitat 
The draft EIS describes indirect impacts to 130.37 acres of coral and hardbottom habitat within 
150 meters of the channel; however, the draft EIS neither describes how this estimate was 
developed nor the severity of the impacts expected. While NMFS and Dr. Walker estimate 
111.87 acres of indirect impacts to coral and hardbottom habitat would result within the 150 
meter zone around the channel, NMFS does not agree that sedimentation and turbidity impacts 
would be limited to this zone. Chronically high levels of sedimentation and turbidity can be as 
damaging to coral reefs as acute stress (Rogers 1979). 

In the July 2011 letter (Attachment 1), NMFS noted that permit SAJ-2003-00203 for the Key 
West Harbor dredging project included a more stringent turbidity limit (15 Nephelometric 
Turbidity Units, or NTU5) than what is normally required by the State of Florida. The basis for 
this requirement was research conducted by Telesnicki and Goldberg (1995) on two Florida coral 
species (Dichocoenia stokesii and Meandrina meandrites). The research measured the 
photosynthetic and respiratory responses of corals subjected in the laboratory to turbidity ranges 
of 7 to 9, 14 to 16, and 28 to 30 NTU. By day four forD. stokesii and day three for M 
meandrites, corals exposed to 14 to 16 NTU significantly differed from controls. In both cases, 
this level of turbidity produced a photosynthesis to respiration (P:R) ratio very close to 1.0; the 
ratio then declined to a ratio of less than 1.0 after six days. The stress from this level of turbidity 
also induced mucus production. The researchers concluded, “while other species of 
scleractinians may have different reactions to turbidity, the data suggest that the standard of 29 
NTU above background is not conservative and should be reevaluated.” These researchers’ 
findings are relevant to the Port Everglades project. Due to the presence of both corals within 
the project footprint (Dial Cody and Associates 2006), as well as the presence of designated 
critical habitat for elkhorn and staghom corals, NMFS continues to recommend a more 
conservative turbidity standard for the Port Everglades project. 

Should blasting be necessary to construct the channel, the draft EIS indicates sedimentation and 
turbidity monitoring would be done adjacent to the blast sites. NMFS notes conducting 
monitoring would not avoid or minimize the effects from blasting. The discussion of indirect 
impacts in the final EIS should provide a more thorough discussion of impacts from blasting that 
may occur outside the channel, including the size of material produced, amount of material 
produced, and locations of areas that may require blasting. 
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Additional Indirect Impacts to Coral Reef Habitat from Poor Water Quality 
The vertical velocity and density structures of the Port Everglades inside channel are stratified 
and vary depending on the tidal phase (Stamates et al. 2013). The results from the Port 
Everglades Flow study indicate that it is possible for the upper part of the water column inside 
the inner entrance channel (the part of the water column most likely to contain excess nutrients 
and microbial contaminates) to flow in an opposite direction from the lower parts of the water 
column. Specifically, on the flood tide (as defined from tide tables), the lower part of the inner 
entrance channel may indeed be flooding but the upper part of the inner entrance channel may 
remain in ebb for a significant fraction of the time ascribed to the “flood tide.” As stated in sub-
appendix C, RMA-2 is a depth-averaged 2D model and will not resolve the vertical features of 
the channel water column. These features, however, may be important when considering 
impacts within the vicinity of the inlet. 

Mitigation for Coral Reef Impacts 

The draft EIS indicates the amount of coral reef mitigation is important to the USACE in 
determining what the draft EIS refers to as a “best buy” for mitigation and to develop an overall 
project construction cost. However, NMFS determines the Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) 
presented in the draft ElS is flawed due to the input of assumptions that are not supported by the 
best available science. The amount of coral reef mitigation in the form of boulder piles is 
significantly underestimated and subsequently the costs for coral reef mitigation are also 
significantly underestimated. Replicating the approach presented in the draft EIS with more 
realistic assumptions for the I-TEA results in a mitigation requirement of an additional 32 acres 
(approximately 51 acres total) of boulder piles needed to offset impacts to coral reef habitats at 
an additional cost of $51 M above the cost estimate the USACE developed (approximately $71 M 
total). 

The four main areas of disagreement with the way the HEA was used to determine the amount of 
mitigation are (1) amount of coral reef habitat to be impacted (described in the previous section), 
(2) equivalence of the impact area to the compensatory action, (3) recovery rate of the mitigation 
action, and (4) discount rate applied. Additionally, NMFS disagrees with the estimated costs for 
boulder pile construction, which is a major factor in the determination of a mitigation option as a 
“best buy.” Furthermore NMFS believes the creation of boulder piles will not adequately 
mitigate for lost critical habitat for elkhorn coral and staghorn coral. 

NMFS notes the independent technical reviews completed by Battelle Memorial Institute 
(Battelle 2011) for the USACE conclude that some assumptions made for the HEA are either 
unsupported or have not been clearly justified. Furthermore, a replication of the HEA and 
technical review of the USACE “best buy” mitigation plan was completed by an internationally 
recognized coral reef scientist, Richard E. Dodge, Ph.D, Dean of the Nova Southeastern 
University Oceanographic Center, and provided to NMFS on July 15, 2013 (Attachment 4). 
NMFS scientists have reviewed the HEA performed by Dr. Dodge and affirm its accuracy. The 
analyses of Dr. Dodge, Battelle (2011), and NMFS arrive at nearly identical conclusions 
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regarding the deficiencies in the HEA performed by USACE. Those deficiencies are described 
below. 

Inadeciuacy of Boulder Piles as Mitigation 
The HEA presented in the draft EIS assumes 100 percent equivalency between the coral reefs 
that would be impacted and the boulder piles created for mitigation. This is not supported by the 
best available science. For example, Miller et al. (2009) documented an overall lack of similarity 
between the benthic species at natural and artificial reefs. Gilliam (2012) concluded the length 
of time boulder reefs require to mitigate lost reef resources in southeast Florida exceeds the age 
of the oldest boulder reef examined in the study (17 years). Kilfoyle et al. (2013) showed 
nearshore natural and artificial hardbottom habitats have dissimilar usage by the early life stages 
of species managed under the fishery management plan for snappers and groupers with 
significantly higher abundances occurring on natural nearshore hardbottoms compared to 
artificial habitat. Battelle (2011) arrives at a similar conclusion. In particular, the USACE’s 
independent panel review panel expressed concerned about the efficacy of mitigation boulders. 
A pile of boulders is not a coral reef and will not become a coral reef over time, and NMFS 
disagrees with USACE’s determination that boulder piles are in-kind mitigation for coral reef 
habitat. 

Ultimately, the boulders would provide a lower degree of ecosystem services compared to those 
of a natural coral reef. Battelle (2011) also concludes that some of the assumptions made for the 
HEA, especially regarding recovery service levels, have not been clearly presented or justified. 
Specifically, this report states that the assumed 100 percent recovery service level could be 
overly optimistic. The report acknowledges these values are critical to the HEA and significantly 
affect the outcomes for the required reef mitigation (Battelle 2011). In the separate analysis 
performed by Dr. Richard E. Dodge (Attachment 4), an alternative approach to determine 
equivalency of boulder piles and natural coral reefs is identified. This approach describes an 
assumption that upon maturity boulders would provide a fraction of the services of the natural 
reefs (services from structure). This approach is described in Attachment 4 and assumes (for 
purposes of illustration only) that the artificial reef will provide 50 percent of the services of a 
natural reef Both Dr. Dodge and NMFS believe that 50 percent is overly optimistic and not 
based on the best available science. NMFS believes boulder placement should not be credited 
with any mitigation value beyond those services provided by the structural components of the 
reef which the boulders would replace. 

The USACE’s choice of mitigation is boulder placement with coral transplants. These measures 
will not provide services upon maturity equivalent to those of the natural reef Information in the 
draft ETS states that the recovery rate of boulder piles is 50 years, whereas the cost estimate 
(draft ETS, Appendix E2) assumes 30 years. The USACE subtracted 20 years from the recovery 
rate as credit for the coral relocation to the boulder reefs. NMFS acknowledges the Port 
Everglades Reef Group (2004) discussed allowing a 10-year discount for relocated corals; 
however, this estimate does not reflect the amount of corals to be relocated by the USACE as 
project minimization, and this discussion occurred prior to the publication of the USACE and 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Mitigation Rule in 2008. 
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According to the draft EIS Appendix E2, the total number of corals to be dredged is 100,744. 
The draft EIS cost estimate indicates up to 12,235 corals would be removed. This would 
represent a 12 percent reduction in impact and therefore it is not appropriate to credit the boulder 
reef recovery by 20 years. Furthermore, NMFS does not support crediting the recovery of 
boulder reefs that have coral transplants, because the transplants are a project minimization 
measure, not a compensatory mitigation measure. The USACE and EPA’s Mitigation Rule 
(2008) and the Clean Water Act 404(b)(1) Guidelines emphasize that mitigation is sequential: 
first avoid, then minimize, then perform mitigation for unavoidable impacts. The Mitigation 
Rule specifically states that compensatory mitigation is only for impacts that cannot be avoided 
or minimized (Federal Register, Volume 73, Number 70, page 19596, April 10, 2008). This 
impact minimization measure should be reflected in a corresponding reduction in compensatory 
mitigation requirements. Thus, it would not be appropriate to also give compensatory mitigation 
credit to the boulder reef recovery areas that will receive these same coral transplants. This 
amounts to asking for “credit” twice for the same action. NMFS confirmed this is an accurate 
interpretation of the Mitigation Rule with EPA headquarters staff via email on July 31, 2013. 

Additionally NMFS does not support limiting the amount of relocation to 12,235 coral colonies. 
Rather, NMFS recommended that USACE establish a performance goal for the relocations of 90 
percent for the coral species and size classes presented in Table 2 of the “NOAA Mitigation 
Alternative,” which is located in draft EIS Appendix E-4. 

Furthermore, NMFS agrees with the findings of Battelle (2011) that the USACE recovery 
projection is overly optimistic. In particular, Battelle expressed concern about the unsupported 
assumptions used in the HEA model analysis. Battelle notes the coral growth rate of Siderastrea 
radians does not support the assumption of the 50-year reef recovery projection. With the given 
1.5 millimeters per year growth rate, it will take about 167 years, rather than 50 years, for this 
coral species to reach 25 centimeters (Battelle 2011). Separately, a NMFS analysis using the 
very high growth rate of 5 millimeters per year for stony corals suggests that numerous coral 
species would have a recovery period in excess of 50 years, and likely significantly longer 
considering the widespread coral recruitment failure documented in the Atlantic and Caribbean 
(Hughes and Tanner 2000; Williams et al. 2008). 

HEA/Resource Equivalency Analysis and the Discount Rate 
HEA/Resource Equivalency Analysis (REA) is an economic model. While NMFS agrees that 
HEA and REA are appropriate models to scale the mitigation requirements in some cases, NMFS 
notes the HEA is applied by the USACE in a manner in which it was never intended for use. 
Specifically, USACE applies a zero percent discount rate. A zero percent discount rate means 
the value of environmental services provided today is the same as the value of environmental 
services provided 1,000 or more years from now. A zero percent discount rate is contrary to the 
nearly universally accepted theory that there is a time rate of preference for goods of any kind, 
material or environmental. HEA is an economic model and is not designed to be used with a 
zero discount rate. 

The application of a zero percent discount rate also significantly affects the mitigation 
requirement when the HEA presented in the draft EIS assumes the impact areas will recover in 
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50 years. The draft EIS acknowledges some coral reef habitat will only achieve 15 percent of 
natural reef services but the draft EIS stops the calculation clock at 50 years. If discounting were 
in place, this would not affect the mitigation requirement much; however, with a zero percent 
discount rate, continuing these losses beyond 50 years would result in a significant increase in 
mitigation requirements. While NMFS is aware the draft EIS stops at 50 years because that is 
the “proj ect life,” this is another example of HEA being applied in a manner inconsistent with its 
designed application. 

The draft EIS states that USACE is prohibited from applying a discount rate due to guidance 
provided in the Office of Management and Budget Circulars A-4 and A-94 (Regulatory Analysis 
and Guidelines and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal Programs, respectively). 
NMFS disagrees with the USACE’s interpretation of the Circulars. Specifically, Circular A-94 
states, “Specifically exempted from the scope of this Circular are decisions concerning water 
resource projects (guidance for which is the approved Economic and Environmental Principles 
and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies).” The Port 
Everglades Navigation Improvements study and all its components are water resource 
development projects exempt from Circular A-94. USACE Guidance Documents available for 
FY12 appear to indicate the USACE should use a discount rate of 4 percent for planning 
projects1. 

Cost of Boulder Piles 
The mitigation plan states the cost per acre ranges from approximately S1M to $1.8M among the 
four alternatives identified in the plan. However, the draft EIS lists the cost to construct boulder 
piles in previously permitted artificial reef sites or borrow sites as $588,524 per acre in Table 8 
and the cost per acre of boulder piles placed on top of tires as $1,225,000. The draft EIS does 
not make clear why there is so much variation in costs of different mitigation alternatives 
describing a similar action. NMFS agrees with Dr. Dodge’s assessment (Appendix 4) that the 
$1 .2M estimate per acre is a more appropriate cost. NMFS further notes that the HEA inputs and 
results in Appendix E2 of the draft EIS are not the same as those of the Cost Analysis. 

Boulder Piles and Acropora Critical Habitat 
NMFS and USACE have held multiple meetings and conference calls regarding the effects to 
Acropora critical habitat from this project. NMFS remains concerned that the USACE has not 
adequately addressed the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on critical habitat from this 
project. Further, the draft EIS does not explain how the boulder reef mitigation plan would 
compensate for loss of critical habitat. NMFS does not believe that a boulder reef would 
satisfactorily address the lost functions and values of critical habitat within the project area over 
the lifetime of the project. Despite numerous discussions with the USACE on this subject, 
NMFS remains concerned that the project as proposed would not adequately preserve and protect 
designated critical habitat which is necessary for the conservation of the species. 

http://planning.usace.army.miI/tooboxIlibrary/EGMs/EGM1201 combined.pdf 
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NMFS Recommended Mitigation: Coral Nursery with Outplanting 
Considering the unprecedented scale in the southeastern U.S. of the planned coral reef impacts, 
NMFS presented the USACE with a mitigation plan dated June 7, 2013. The plan consists of 
propagating corals at one land-based nursery and approximately six nursery sites located 
offshore of Broward County and then transplanting the reared corals to natural reefs to enhance 
those reefs or to restore degraded sites. NMFS’ recommendation is based on careful evaluation 
of the expected losses of scieractinian coral and octocorals from the expansion of the Port 
Everglades OEC and the successes of coral propagation and enhancement programs in Atlantic 
and Caribbean waters. Because boulder reefs would not adequately offset the functions and 
values of the reef system which will be impacted as part of the Port expansion project, NMFS 
recommends this alternative approach using propagation. Furthermore, the NMFS recommended 
mitigation program is more cost efficient than the USACE “best buy” based on the replicated 
HEA performed by Dr. Dodge and validated by NMFS. 

Elkhorn and Staghorn Coral and Their Designated Critical Habitat 

NMFS continues to have significant concerns with the project’s impacts to resources protected 
under the ESA. The most significant impacts are to critical habitat for threatened elkhorn coral 
(Acroporapalmata) and staghorn coral (Acropora cervicornis). In 2008, NMFS designated 
critical habitat for these species to support a single, key conservation objective of increasing the 
frequency of successful sexual and asexual reproduction: staghorn and elkhorn coral reproduce 
sexually via broadcast spawning and asexually via fragmentation. The essential habitat feature 
to accomplish this objective is substrate of suitable quality and availability to support successful 
larval settlement, recruitment, and reattachment of fragments. NMFS defined “substrate of 
suitable quality and availability” as “natural consolidated hard substrate or dead coral skeleton 
that is free from fleshy or turf macroalgae cover and sediment cover” (73 FR 7221 0).2 The coral 
reefs offshore Broward County provide suitable substrate for meeting this key conservation 
objective. 

NMFS believes the draft EIS does not adequately assess the project’s impacts to Acropora 
critical habitat. The USACE’s analysis of impacts needs to focus on the project impacts on the 
overall ability of the critical habitat to meet the key conservation objective of supporting 
successful reproduction. NMFS recommends the analysis address three key issues in this 
assessment: 

1) the direct and indirect impacts to coral reef habitat containing the essential feature, 
2) hydrographic changes from the project and their effect on coral reproduction, and 
3) beneficial impacts, if any, of the selected mitigation plan to the extent the mitigation 
plan is included in the USACE’s proposed action. 

The draft EIS incorrectly characterizes the essential feature of Acropora critical habitat and references the status review which is 
not an appropriate reference for critical habitat. The final EIS should reference the critical habitat rule directly to accurately describe 
critical habitat. 
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-- --

In addition to the comments above on the project’s impacts to reef areas, NMFS recommends the 
USACE provide a more complete characterization of the reef habitats associated with the project. 
Certain types of turf algae will still allow for settlement by Acropora larvae. Although the draft 
EIS states that NMFS has failed to provide a standard protocol for assessing critical habitat, 
assessing the amount of “substrate of suitable quality and availability” is a basic benthic type 
characterization which NMFS believes does not require any additional protocol. Even though 
these direct and indirect impacts lend themselves to expression as areas, the assessment of 
critical habitat impacts should not be limited to simple area comparisons of the percentage of the 
entire critical habitat unit being impacted. The analysis should be based on the conservation 
function lost. 

The potential for the widening and deepening of the Port Everglades OEC to affect the 
functioning of critical habitat through physical changes in the bottom and in local currents 
remains a major concern. In the 2011 letter, NMFS requested the draft EIS evaluate the potential 
impacts of creating a “sink” or trench where coral fragments and larvae moving northward or 
southward along the reef line fall into the channel and become no longer viable. This type of 
impact not only affects the species directly, it also affects the adjacent critical habitat’s ability to 
support the species. NMFS believes the draft EIS does not adequately respond to these concerns. 
The draft EIS states multiple times that the currents in the Port Everglades location are “highly 
unpredictable.” The draft EIS discusses the natural reef breaks located in areas between Port of 
Miami and Port Everglades channels and specifically points out the width of these natural 
breaks, noting that they are much wider than the proposed cut as part of the Port Everglades 
channel expansion. However, there is no discussion in the DEIS concerning the depth of these 
natural breaks and the velocity of the currents through them. NMFS believes that a deeper, 
narrower “break” would produce a higher velocity current perpendicular to the natural south-
north transport of larvae and possibly fragment transport resulting in the larvae/fragments 
being washed out of the natural transport pathway, preventing them from landing on suitable 
substrate, thereby reducing the species’ reproductive success and the value of the critical habitat. 
Because of the need to fully understand impacts, the relative comparison to natural reef breaks is 
not illuminating. NMFS recommends the USACE provide a detailed hydrographic assessment 
of the predicted current flow changes post-construction. 

The effects of the mitigation plan on the value of Acropora critical habitat also needs to be fully 
analyzed and included in the record of decision for the proposed project. As previously stated, 
NMFS does not believe the boulder reef mitigation alternative would replace the functions and 
values of critical habitat lost within the project area over the lifetime of the project. The NMFS 
recommended mitigation of coral nurseries with outplanting, however, could have significant 
beneficial impacts on the function of critical habitat. With proper design and operation, this 
mitigation method could create increased incidences of successful fertilization and fragmentation 
on both sides of the Port Everglades OEC and increase the conservation function of critical 
habitat in the vicinity of the project. The USACE needs to fully analyze the net impacts of the 
project, including the selected mitigation plan, on designated critical habitat, not only to do a 
thorough comparison of alternatives, but also to ensure the project does not destroy or adversely 
modify critical habitat, as required by the ESA. 
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Underestimate of Seagrass Impacts 

The draft EIS describes how seagrass beds, in particular Halodule wrightii, Halophila decipiens, 
and Halophilajohnsonii, expand and contract over time. The seagrass survey data from seven 
seagrass survey events illustrate this point and are described in Appendix H. In particular, the 
draft EIS points out this expansion and contraction may be a long-term survival strategy of H 
johnsonii and other seagrass species (Virnstein et al. 2009). For impact assessment purposes, it 
is important to consider the broader seagrass habitat and not just the currently vegetated portions. 
However, the draft EIS describes impacts to seagrass based only on the vegetated portions of the 
beds documented in the 2009 survey. The draft EIS does not describe impacts to areas 
historically mapped and previously ground-truthed to contain seagrass. These areas represent the 
available expansion habitat that will no longer be available after the project is constructed. 
NMFS believes USACE significantly underestimates the amount of seagrass that would be 
impacted. 

A GIS analysis was used to examine the changes in seagrass coverage between 2000 and 2009. 
NMFS determined that the cumulative seagrass habitat documented in these seven surveys is 
approximately 19.45 acres (draft EIS Appendix H), and approximately 8.45 acres of seagrass 
habitat impacts are proposed.3 This impact estimate is more than double the seagrass impact 
described in the draft EIS. 

Battelle (2011) also recommended USACE complete a bathymetric survey to identify the extent 
of potentially suitable seagrass habitat (the report used the more general term submerged aquatic 
vegetation or SAy). The specific water depths recommended were 0.0 feet to -6.0 feet NGVD. 
This survey would provide a more complete assessment of seagrass habitat versus seagrass 
acreage that could then be used as a baseline reference for future seagrass mapping and 
permitting activities since seagrass bed distribution can vary greatly at any point of time. Fully 
addressing this recommendation would contribute to resolving concerns NMFS has with the 
underestimate of seagrass impacts. In the review of a preliminary version of the EIS 
(Attachment 1), NMFS recommended the draft EIS clearly describe where seagrass impacts 
would occur and the amount of seagrass habitat present in these areas. The draft EIS does not 
address this comment. 

Seagrass Mitigation 

West Lake Park Seagrass Mitigation Credits 
The restoration planned to be performed by Broward County at West Lake Park is proposed for 
use as compensatory mitigation for seagrass impacts associated with the port expansion. 
However, the restoration was not set up as a mitigation bank when NMFS completed its EFH 
review of the restoration work under SAJ-2002-0072 (IP-LAO). According to the ledger 
contained in this permit (Attachment 5), there are 2.2 seagrass credits available at West Lake 
Park. The USACE mitigation plan describes the need to use 2.4 seagrass credits. Using the 

NMFS requires the GIS shapefiles for the revised TSP in order to refine this estimate. 
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impact estimate that includes 8.45 acres of historically mapped and ground-truthed seagrass 
habitats and the Unified Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM) scores applied by the USACE 
(which are in dispute per the section below), over 5 seagrass credits would be needed from West 
Lake Park. Thus, using either impact assessment, there are not enough seagrass credits available 
at West Lake Park. 

Low Unified Mitigation Assessment Method Scores 
Florida’s UMAM was the type of functional assessment used to determine the mitigation amount 
and the USACE acknowledges in their permit that, “USACE UMAM scores on this project were 
done separately from those submitted by the applicant in conjunction with South Florida Water 
Management District, future scoring should be done in line with those values which can be found 
in the file.” In July 2011 (Attachment 1), NMFS requested the functional assessments. The draft 
EIS does not contain the UMAM score sheets for the impacts or the mitigation so NMFS cannot 
verify the scoring was done in accordance with the permit. A summary table of the UMAM 
completed for the impacts is provided in the USACE mitigation plan. Notably, 14 out of the 16 
seagrass polygons assessed were given a score of 4 or less (out of 10) by the USACE, which 
corresponds to the habitat providing “minimal level of support to [benthic community] 
functions” (Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C.). Five of the 16 seagrass polygons scored 1 or 2 for 
benthic community. These scores do not reflect NMFS field observations. Additionally, the 
USACE did not assign higher landscape support functions to seagrass habitats closer to the inlet 
and clear oceanic waters. The seagrass UMAM scores also do not reflect the best available 
science or agency input that was obtained from the USACE in 2005 (Attachment 6). 

Inadequacy of Seagrass Habitat Mitigation at West Lake Park 
Another issue previously raised by NMFS (Attachment 1) relates to the location of the mitigation 
site with respect to the impacts. While it may be appropriate to mitigate for seagrass impacts 
along the south access channel in West Lake Park, seagrass habitats located closer to the Port 
Everglades Inlet provide different functions than seagrass habitats located in more interior areas 
of the Port. The seagrass habitats at West Lake Park, which is located further away from the 
inlet and coral reefs, would not provide the same ecological services as the seagrass impacted 
through the expansion. 

The proximity of seagrass to the Port Everglades Inlet increases the value of the seagrass habitats 
located near the inlet for oceanic and estuarine spawners. Habitat value during growth to 
maturity for gray snapper (Lutjanus griseus) and bluestriped grunt (Haernulon sciurus) is a 
function of distance from an ocean inlet (Faunce and Serafy 2007). For example, the planktonic 
larvae of gag grouper (Mycteroperca microlepis) move into estuaries and settle in the first 
available habitat, such as polyhaline seagrass beds near inlets (Ross and Moser 1995). Based on 
work completed in the Indian River Lagoon, Gilmore (1995) determined that seagrass habitats 
near ocean inlets offer optimum physical conditions with low variation in temperature and 
salinity and other physical parameters, as well as proximity to ocean spawning sites for reef 
species. Seagrass habitats near inlets typically provide habitat for more fishery species than 
seagrass away from inlets. A faunal transition and fish community change takes place within 5 
km (3.1 miles) of the ocean inlet to the lagoon as one proceeds away from the inlet (Gilmore 
1995). Other studies (e.g., Bushon 2006; Turtora and Schotman 2010) have also linked species 
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distribution and life history stages as a function of proximity to a coastal inlet. The continuity of 
the seagrass beds between the mitigation site and the inlet is important to fishery species. The 
proposed port modifications would further isolate seagrass beds at West Lake Park from the 
inlet, limiting their value in larval migrations and settlement. Accordingly, NMFS believes the 
UMAM scores for the West Lake Park seagrass should be lower than what the USACE has 
provided. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Coral Reefs and Hardbottoms 
As described in Attachment 3, the draft EIS minimizes previous losses of hardbottom due to port 
construction activities by equating the proposed impacted amount to a percent of all the 
hardbotttom located offshore Broward County. Equating the project impacts to a percent gives 
the appearance that impacts would be much less. The actual habitat loss is more relevant. 
Walker et al. (2012) published a peer-reviewed paper on the estimated historical losses of port 
and shipping activities in southeast Florida. They estimated that Port Everglades has historically 
dredged 58.5 acres of hardbottom and buried 178 acres of Outer Reef due to improper dumping 
of spoil material. Using county-wide mean coral density (2.6 per square meter) and percent 
cover (3.75 percent), Port Everglades development has historically impacted 6,149,000 corals 
equating to 180 acres of live tissue area. Using these same numbers and the impact scenarios 
presented in the draft EIS, scenario 1 (includes anchoring impacts outside the federal channel) 
would impact 380,000 corals with 1.36 acres of live cover, and scenario 2 (dredging coral reefs 
above -57 feet MLW and no anchoring impacts) would impact 177,000 corals with 0.63 acres of 
live cover. 

The draft EIS does not describe any cumulative impacts for hardbottom. Although the effect of 
impacting six million corals is difficult to measure, it undoubtedly has some impact on 
surrounding communities. In addition, the burial of 178 acres of Outer Reef due to improper 
spoil disposal has a lasting effect on the system. This spoil remains in place today where rocks 
of all sizes are piled on the reef. These spoils likely shift during storms and continually impact 
the local community by scouring the substrate as evident in the Dial Cordy and Associates 
(2009) benthic assessment of previously impacted sites. 

Water Quality 
NMFS disagrees with the USACE determination that water quality impacts would only be 
temporary due to construction activities, and the project would not result in any foreseeable 
future actions that would result in a cumulative effect. On the ebb tide, water is advected 
seaward through the Port Everglades inner entrance channel. Several studies of this inlet have 
shown this water contains higher concentrations of nutrients and microbial contaminants 
compared to levels typically seen in the coastal ocean (Stamates et al. 2013; Futch et al. 2011). 
These substances have the potential to degrade the coastal environment. Enlargement of the 
channel brings the possibility of increasing the flux of these substances out of the inlet and into 
the coastal ocean. 

12
 

jevert
Text Box
Comment 32

jevert
Line

jevert
Line

jevert
Text Box
Comment 33

jevert
Line

jevert
Line

jevert
Text Box
Comment 34

jevert
Line

jevert
Text Box
Comment 35

jevert
Line



Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation 

NMFS continues to work with the USACE to obtain all the information necessary to conduct a 
Section 7 consultation for ESA-listed species and critical habitat under NMFS purview. Two 
comments on critical habitat are offered at this time. First, the draft ElS concludes that adverse 
effects to Acropora cervicornis and designated critical habitat from increased sedimentation 
would be insignificant. NMFS agrees that the findings and evidence reported in the paragraphs 
preceding that statement may support this finding for the species. However, it provides no basis 
for the determination about sediment effects to critical habitat. To evaluate that effect, the 
USACE would need to provide documentation regarding the duration of sediment residence 
(dependent on grain size and physical oceanography of the area) on adjacent hardbottoms (i.e., 
the essential feature) to be able to say the effect is insignificant for designated critical habitat. 
Second, NMFS requests clarification of the following point made in the draft EIS, “hardbottom 
communities exist in a dynamic environment. may be periodically covered and uncovered by. . 

sands.” NMFS requests a reference for this statement and the periodicity that is being referred 
to. 

Essential Fish Habitat Consultation 

As a cooperating agency, NMFS prepared Characterization ofEssential Fish Habitat in the Port 
Everglades Expansion Area, which is included in the draft ElS Appendix H. This report 
describes the EFH and fishery resources in the project area and summarizes the biological 
resource surveys that have been completed. For complete descriptions of EFH in the project 
area, NMFS refers to this report. The main categories of EFH and HAPC that would be 
adversely affected by this project include coral, coral reef, and hardbottom; seagrass; mangrove; 
the coastal inlet; and unvegetated soft bottom habitats. 

The report requires the addition of a section characterizing the existing channel bottom due to 
review of a video from October 18, 2006, that documents corals in the existing channel bottom. 
Notably, this video confirms the presence of corals that not only are EFH but also proposed to be 
listed by NMFS under the ESA, including rough cactus coral (Mycetophylliaferox). 

Impacts to Essential Fish Habitat 
The USACE provided an initial determination that the project may adversely affect EFH and 
HAPCs. The USACE determined the magnitude of the impacts varies from temporary and 
insignificant to substantial and permanent. NMFS believes the impacts of the proposed project, 
along with project components that have been removed from the federal project but are still 
being pursued by the Port (i.e., dredging 8.4 acres of mangrove to expand a turning notch), result 
in more adverse impacts to EFH than what are described in the draft EIS, questioning USACE’s 
conclusion that the project’s cumulative impacts are negligible. 

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment Information Needs 
NMFS has considerable disagreement with the USACE on how seagrass and coral reef impacts 
and mitigation requirements have been determined. NMFS also has significant disagreement 
with the USACE on how water quality degradation and cumulative impacts are described in the 
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draft EIS. These issues are identified in the preceding and warrant thorough consideration prior 
to completing the EFH consultation for this project. 

EFH Recommendations 

NMFS finds the project would adversely impact EFH. Section 305(b)(4)(A) of the Magnuson 
Stevens Act requires NMFS to provide EFH conservation recommendations when an activity is 
expected to adversely impact EFH. Based on this requirement, NMFS provides the following: 

EFH Conservation Recommendations 
Prior to dredging seagrass or coral reef and hardbottom habitat to expand the Port Everglades 
Harbor, NMFS recommends the following: 

1.	 The USACE shall provide a mitigation plan that assumes no less than 21.66 acres of 
direct impacts to coral reef and hardbottom habitats. 

2.	 The USACE shall provide a mitigation plan that assumes no less than 19.31 acres of 
anchor impacts, in the case that the dredge equipment selected requires anchoring outside 
the federal channel. 

3.	 The USACE shall provide a monitoring plan to evaluate physical and biological impacts 
that may occur outside the channel. This plan shall reflect substantial input by NMFS. 

4.	 The USACE shall provide a mitigation plan that reflects no less than 111.87 acres of 
indirect impacts that would occur in the 150 meter zone surrounding the federal channel. 
The final EIS should clearly describe how the amounts of indirect impacts to coral reefs 
are determined. 

5.	 In the case that blasting is required, USACE shall work with NMFS and other resource 
trustees to develop a monitoring program. Substantial input from NMFS shall be 
reflected in the final blasting monitoring plan. 

6.	 The USACE shall update the HEA with scientifically defensible inputs on equivalency of 
natural coral reefs and boulder piles, recovery rates of dredged coral reef habitat, 
recovery rates of boulder piles, and discount rates. The final HEA shall reflect actual 
costs of boulder piles with substantial input from NMFS. 

7.	 The USACE shall adopt a compensatory mitigation plan that is the most technically 
sound approach to offsetting the loss of coral, coral reef, and hardbottom habitat. The 
final coral reef mitigation plan shall not take credit twice for coral relocation. The final 
coral reef mitigation plan shall reflect input from NMFS. 

8.	 As a project minimization measure, the USACE shall relocate all corals in accordance to 
Table 2 in the draft EIS Appendix E-4. Coral relocation shall occur in expansion areas 
and previously dredged areas. The coral relocation plan should include clearly defined 
performance standards, monitoring protocols, and schedule. 

9.	 The USACE shall update the EIS to evaluate the potential for the deepening and 
widening of the OEC to create a “sink” or trench whereby coral fragments and larvae 
moving northward or southward along the reef line fall into the channel and become no 
longer viable. This update to the EIS shall reflect significant input from NMFS. 

10. The USACE shall update the EIS to describe no less than 8.45 acres of seagrass habitat 
impacts. The EIS shall be updated to include historically mapped and ground-truthed 
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seagrass habitat areas that would be eliminated by dredging and no longer available as 
contraction and expansion habitat. 

11. The USACE shall update the EIS to describe indirect impacts to seagrass habitat. This 
update shall reflect input from NMFS. Specifically, NMFS requests USACE update the 
EIS to identify each seagrass impact polygon on a map and provide a narrative that 
explains how the impact area was calculated for each seagrass impact area. 

12. The USACE shall develop supplementary compensatory mitigation for seagrass impacts 
to account for the loss of all seagrass habitat that has been historically mapped and 
ground-truthed and will become unavailable as habitat after the dredging occurs. The 
additional mitigation shall appropriately address seagrass impacts that occur closer to or 
within the inlet. The plan shall address how the site selection for mitigation locations is 
supported by the best available literature. This plan should include clearly defined 
performance standards, monitoring protocols, and schedule. The mitigation amounts 
shall be based on a functional assessment that reflects NMFS and other resource trustee 
input. 

13.	 The USACE shall update the cumulative impacts section and description of cumulative 
impacts to coral reefs and water quality. The EIS should be updated to acknowledge the 
findings of Walker et al. (2012) that Port Everglades has historically dredged 58.5 acres 
of hardbottom and buried 178 acres of Outer Reef as dredged material disposal, which 
resulted in the loss of over six million corals and approximately 180 acres of live coral 
tissue area. 

14. The USACE shall require use of best management practices (BMP) to avoid and 
minimize the degradation of water quality and minimize impacts to hardbottoms and 
seagrass habitat, including the use of staked turbidity curtains around the work areas, 
marking of seagrass and hardbottom habitat to facilitate avoidance during construction, 
and prohibiting staging, anchoring, mooring, and spudding of work barges and other 
associated vessels over seagrass and hardbottom. These BMPs shall be coordinated with 
NMFS for approval prior to commencement of any work. 

Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and implementing regulation at 50 CFR 
Section 600.920(k) requires the USACE to provide a written response to this letter within 30 
days of its receipt. If it is not possible to provide a substantive response within 30 days, in 
accordance with NMFS’s “findings” with the USACE Jacksonville District, an interim response 
should be provided to NMFS. A detailed response must then be provided prior to final approval 
of the action. The detailed response must include a description of measures proposed by the 
USACE to avoid, mitigate, or offset the adverse impacts of the activity. If USACE’s response is 
inconsistent with the EFH conservation recommendations, the USACE must provide a 
substantive discussion justifying the reasons for not following the recommendation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Related questions or comments should be 
directed to the attention of Pace Wilber, Ph.D., or Ms. Cathy Tortorici. Dr. Wilber can be 
reached at 219 Fort Johnson Road, Charleston, SC, 29412, by telephone at 843-762-8601, or by 
e-mail at 
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Pace.Wi1bernoaa.gov. Ms. Tortorici can be reached at the letterhead address. Ms. Tortorici 
may also be reached by telephone at 727-209-5953 or by e-mail at Cathy.Tortoricinoaa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Roy E. Crabtree, Ph.D. 
Regional Administrator 

Enclosures:	 Attachment 1: NMFS comments, dated July 11, 2011, on interim draft ElS 
Attachment 2: Acreage analysis by NMFS 
Attachment 3: Acreage analysis by Dr. Brian Walker, July 15, 2013 
Attachment 4: HEA review by Dr. Richard Dodge, July 21, 2013 
Attachment 5: West Lake Park mitigation credit ledger 
Attachment 6: USACE UMAM scores 

cc: 

FWS, Jeffrey Howefws.gov 
FWCC, Lisa.GreggMyFWC.com 
FDEP, Kristina.Evans@dep.state.fl.us 
EPA, Wa1ls.Bethepa.gov 
SAFMC, Roger.Pugliesesafmc.net 
F/SER, David.Keysnoaa.gov 
F/SER3, Kel.Logannoaa.gov 
F/SER4, David.Da1enoaa.gov 
F/SER47, Joce1yn.Karazsianoaa.gov 
F/, Steve.Leatherynoaa.gov 
NOAA PPI, PPI.NEPA@noaa.gov 
F/PR, Donna.Weitingnoaa.gov 
F/HC, Buck. Sutter@noaa.gov 
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Attachment 1 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Southeast Regional Office 
13263 th Avenue South 

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505 
(727) 824-5317; FAX (727) 824-5300 
http ://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/ 

JUL 72011 F/SER4:JKJpw 

Colonel Alfred Pantano 
District Engineer, Jacksonville District 
Department of the Army Corps of Engineers 
P0 Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232 

Dear Colonel Pantano: 

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the interim Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), dated May 31, 2011, titled Navigation Improvements, 
Port Everglades Harbor Broward County, Florida, prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Jacksonville District (CUE). This is the second version of the interim Draft EIS that 
the CUE has asked NMFS to review as a cooperating agency under the National Environmental 
Policy Act. The higher priority issues NMFS has identified regarding the proposed work are 
discussed below so they may be resolved before a Draft EIS is released to the public. Other 
important issues and information needed for the essential fish habitat (EFH) and Endangered 
Species Act consultations are described in the matrix format requested by the CUE (enclosed). 
Our comments reflect NMFS’ responsibilities under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act, and Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

By letter dated October 12, 2007, NMFS accepted the CUE’s invitation to participate as a 
cooperating agency in development of the EIS for the expansion of Port Everglades. In this 
letter, NMFS stated that as a cooperating agency we would provide technical assistance on how 
impacts to threatened and endangered species and to EFH should be identified and mitigated. 
However, in the years since we began working with the CUE as a cooperating agency, NMFS 
has experienced considerable difficulty in having our input substantively incorporated into the 
resulting NEPA documents. To illustrate this point, fewer than 20% (33 out of 180) of the 
comments NMFS provided on the 2008 version of the interim Draft EIS are fully addressed in 
this latest version. NMFS invested significant time in the earlier review and, and as a 
cooperating agency, we are disappointed that so few of our recommendations have been adopted 
to date. While we remain hopeful that we can reach agreement on those issues affecting NMFS 
trust resources, NMFS feels obliged to inform the CUE that if NMFS’ comments and 
recommendations are not adequately resolved in the forthcoming Draft EIS, NMFS will consider 
the option of referring the matter to the Council on Environmental Quality. 

http:sero.nmfs.noaa.gov


Coral Reef Impact Assessment: ESA-listed species, Compensatory Mitigation, 
Terminology, and Contingency Planning 
Calculation of Coral Reef Impacts. The interim Draft EIS does not describe how impacts to 
coral reefs were determined. Dr. Brian Walker (Walker et al., 2008b) concludes there would be 
20.34 acres of direct impact to coral reefs; however, the interim Draft EIS describes 15.34 acres 
of direct impact to coral reefs. In June 2008, the COE informed NMFS that coral reefs located 
deeper than 56 feet’ but still within the proposed expansion to the federal channel would be 
considered indirect impacts. NMFS assumes this approach by the COE results in the different 
total for impact acreage, but we cannot verify this because the impacts are not precisely 
described in the interim Draft EIS. For each coral reef impact area, please identify the impact 
polygon on a map and provide a narrative that explains how the impact area was calculated. 
Also, please provide a detailed description of the source of each direct and indirect impact. For 
example, coral reefs located within the federal channel that are not dredged but are immediately 
adjacent to the dredging would be severely and permanently injured through the physical 
processes of rubble movement and scour. This impact is not discussed in the interim Draft EIS 
and should not be lumped into a discussion of impacts from turbidity and sedimentation, which 
may be as severe and permanent by occurring through a different mechanism. However, the 
physical impact to coral reef structure and the biological response to these types of impacts 
would be different. This detail is needed in the EIS, and similar detail is missing for indirect and 
direct impacts from anchoring and vessel operations. 

Acroporid species (elkhorn and staghorn coral) and their designated critical habitat. NMFS has 
significant concerns with the proposed widening and deepening of the Outer Entrance Channel 
(OEC). These impacts constitute new dredging that would permanently remove portions of the 
Middle and Outer Reef. According to the interim Draft EIS, approximately 15.35 acres of coral 
reef habitat would be directly and permanently impacted by dredging and 91.29 acres of coral 
reef habitat may be indirectly impacted (note that these estimates do not include the potential for 
additional reef impacts from the anchors and cables needed for operation of a cutterhead dredge). 
This coral reef habitat is designated as an EFH-Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC) 
under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and as critical habitat designated under the ESA for threatened 
elkhorn coral (Acropora palmata) and staghorn coral (Acropora cervicornis).2

In 2008, NMFS determined that the key conservation objective for threatened elkhorn and 
staghorn corals is increasing the frequency of successful sexual and asexual reproduction; 
staghom and elkhorn coral reproduce sexually via broadcast spawning and asexually via 
fragmentation. To accomplish this objective, NMFS determined that conservation of substrate of 
suitable quality and availability to support successful larval settlement, recruitment, and 
reattachment of fragments was needed. NMFS defined “substrate of suitable quality and 
availability” as “natural consolidated hard substrate or dead coral skeleton that is free from 
fleshy or turf macroalgae cover and sediment cover” (73 FR 72210). The coral reefs offshore 
from Broward County provide suitable substrate for meeting the key conservation objective. 

The EIS states that the Tentatively Selected Plan would dredge to -57 feet (pg 37). 

2 Due to time constraints, NMFS Protected Resources Division was not able to review the Acropora spp. survey 
report. We will review this document during ESA Section 7 consultation. 
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NMFS requests that the ETS evaluate the potential for the deeper and wider OEC to serve as a 
“sink” or trench whereby coral fragments moving northward or southward along the reef line fall 
into the channel and become no longer viable. The proposed action may exacerbate the “sink” 
effect by dredging through the middle and outer reefs, thereby cutting off the continuity of the 
reef and potentially impeding successful asexual reproduction (Ken Banks, Ph.D., Broward 
County, pers. comm., June 23, 201 1). 

Based on the information provided, NMFS believes the proposed action would undermine the 
key conservation objective (i.e., facilitating successful reproduction) and potentially hinder the 
recovery of threatened corals. Consequently, the proposed action is likely to adversely modify 
designated critical habitat for elkhorn and staghorn coral. NMFS will evaluate potential effects 
from the proposed project on elkhorn and staghorn coral and their designated critical habitat in 
our biological opinion. The loss of elkhom and staghom coral critical habitat due to the 
proposed action would be permanent and would not be offset by any form of mitigation. NMFS 
requests an analysis to determine how this potential “sink” effect (basically separating the critical 
habitat) would affect the critical habitat’s ability to conserve the species. 

Effects of turbidity and sedimentation on corals. The analysis presented in Section 4.5.14.22 
needs to be updated with additional literature from locally relevant studies. The interim Draft 
EIS states “a review of four [dredging] projects [in south Florida, including the Florida Keys] 
found that using Best Management Practices for turbidity and sedimentation control (e.g., 
ceasing dredging when turbidity levels exceed permitted standards) are protective of the coral 
and hardground environments surrounding south Florida sand borrow sites and navigation 
channels.” NMFS notes that permit SAJ-2003-00203 for the Key West harbor dredging project 
includes a more stringent turbidity limit (15 Nephelometric Turbidity Units, or NTUs) than what 
is normally required by the State of Florida. The basis for this requirement was research 
conducted by Telesnicki and Goldberg (2005) on two Florida coral species (Dichocoenia stokesii 
and Meandrina meandrites) that measured the photosynthetic and respiratory responses of corals 
subjected in the laboratory to turbidity ranges of 7 to 9, 14 to 16, and 28 to 30 NTU. By day four 
for D. stokesii and day three for M meandrites, corals exposed to 14 to 16 NTU significantly 
differed from controls. In both cases, this level of turbidity produced a photosynthesis to 
respiration (P:R) ratio very close to 1.0; the ratio then declined to a ratio of less than 1.0 after six 
days. The stress from this level of turbidity also induced mucus production. The researchers 
concluded “while other species of scleractinians may have different reactions to turbidity, our 
data suggest that the standard of 29 NTU above background is not conservative and should be re 
evaluated.” These researchers’ findings are relevant to the Port Everglades project. Due to the 
presence of both corals within the project footprint (DCA 2006; NMFS 2011), NMFS believes 
that a more conservative turbidity standard is warranted for the Port Everglades project and other 
dredge and fill projects in southeast Florida that occur in close proximity to coral reefs. 
Furthermore, the most recent and most local (Broward County) sedimentation study (Jordan et 
al. 2010) is not referenced in the interim Draft EIS. Jordan et al. (2010) concluded that sampling 
stations within close proximity to dredging in sand borrow areas exhibited higher collection rates 
and lower percent fines when compared to control stations. A thorough review of sedimentation 
effects on corals is also provided in this paper. NMFS recommends that the findings from 
Jordan et al. (2010), be summarized in this discussion as well. 
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Additionally, in this section of the interim Draft EIS, several unsubstantiated statements are 
made that should be removed unless supported by citation. For example, the interim Draft EIS 
states “the examples of adverse effects of turbidity and sedimentation on coral species often cited 
by resource managers are commonly projects in third world countries without the strict water 
quality protections that are in place in the U.S.” No studies are referenced to support this 
statement. The interim Draft EIS further states that these water quality protections are also 
protective of coral species, including Acropora spp. and its designated critical habitat, located 
near dredging operations. This statement should be supported by an appropriate reference. 

NMFS believes the interim Draft EIS does not accurately characterize the results of Rogers 
(1983). While this reference is not provided in the literature cited, NMFS presumes the 
reference is to work in Puerto Rico where the sublethal and lethal effects of sedimentation were 
examined on five Caribbean coral species, including elkhorn coral and staghorn coral. Rogers 
(1983) found that elkhorn coral was the least tolerant of the species tested. Immediately after a 
single application of sediments (200 mg per square cm), the three elkhorn coral colonies released 
fine strands of mucus. After 6 days, algae were already growing on the smothered portions, both 
on the bleached sections of the corals and on the sediment accumulations. These colonies never 
recovered. While elkhorn coral was found to be the least tolerant of the species Rogers tested, 
staghom coral fared better, presumably due to its cylindrical branches and almost spherical 
morphology. NMFS believes it is misleading to combine elkhorn and staghorn coral when 
discussing sedimentation effects. In addition to discussing the effects of sedimentation on 
staghorn coral, the interim Draft EIS should mention the less favorable results of Rogers’ 
experiments on the more sensitive elkhorn coral. 

Coral reef mitigation. The mitigation proposed to offset the coral reef impacts is insufficient. 
While the deployment of boulder piles has been a practice in southeast Florida for coastal 
construction projects authorized by the Jacksonville District, there are no studies available that 
show that the creation of boulder piles can return ecological services similar to those that would 
be lost due to dredging the Middle and Outer Reefs. Considering the unprecedented scale of the 
planned coral reef impacts, NMFS believes the CUE should invest additional effort in working 
with coral reef stakeholders to develop a mitigation plan that could adequately offset the 
magnitude and extent of coral reef impacts that would result from this project. NMFS is aware 
of several coral reef restoration and enhancement opportunities that may be relevant; for 
example, coral reef enhancement and restoration through tire removal,3water quality 
improvements,creation of a coral nursery and outplanting, restoration of orphaned grounding or4
anchor drag sites, or a combination of these activities. NMFS encourages the COE to collect the 
necessary information beyond what has been collected to date by other agencies or universities to 
pursue these opportunities further. 

A scientifically sound mitigation plan should be developed with substantive input from resource 
trustees. The plan should clearly document though appropriate use of functional assessments and 
analytic tools (e.g., Habitat Equivalency Analysis and Florida’s Unified Mitigation Assessment 
Method) that the injuries to the coral reef framework and biological communities would be offset 

This mitigation option was vetted through the Port Everglades Reef Group during 2002-2005 (DCA 2005)
 
This mitigation option was vetted through the Port Everglades Reef Group during 2002-2005 (DCA 2005)
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through the compensatory action(s). The plan should also be developed to ensure that 
appropriate coral species and size classes are scalable to the amount and type of coral reef 
mitigation that is planned (see NMFS 2011, Section 6.4). Furthermore, the mitigation plan 
should describe how the work would fully adhere to the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
Appropriate Use of Mitigation and Monitoring Guidance (CEQ 2011) and the Army Corps of 
Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency’s mitigation rule (33 CFR Parts 325 and 332/40 
CFR Part 230). 

Sea turtles and coral reefs. In addition to being an EFH-HAPC and designated critical habitat for 
elkhom and staghorn coral, the coral reefs offshore from Broward County provide foraging and 
resting habitat for sea turtles that are listed under the ESA. Coral reefs are widely recognized as 
the resident foraging habitat of juvenile, subadult, and adult hawksbill sea turtles (Eretmochelys 
imbricate) (NMFS and FWS 1993). NMFS also recognized the importance of coral reefs as 
resting and foraging grounds for loggerhead sea turtles (Caretta caretta) (NMFS and FWS 
2008). In the second revision to the Recovery Plan for the Northwest Atlantic Population of the 
Loggerhead Sea Turtle, NMFS states that the “negative impacts of dredging include destruction 
or degradation of habitat and incidental mortality of sea turtles” (NMFS and USFWS 2008). The 
proposed action would adversely affect foraging and resting habitat for loggerhead and hawksbill 
sea turtles. NMFS requests an analysis of how the proposed work (i.e., the permanent removal 
of coral reef habitat) may affect the various life stages of hawksbill and loggerhead sea turtles 
that are associated with coral reefs. 

Coral reef terminology. Consistency is needed on how coral reefs are referenced in the EIS. In 
some instances, as many as nine different terms are used to describe the same feature. For 
example, for the feature NMFS refers to as the “Outer Reef,” the EIS refers to this as: outer 
terrace (pg 102), outer tract (pg 142), third reef (pg 166), outer reef (pg 38), third outer reef (pg 
31), Terrace 3 (pg 102), coral reef (page 193), hardbottom and reef communities (page 144), and 
low relief and high relief hardbottom (pg 145). Calling the same feature many different names is 
not technically correct and is confusing to the reader. NMFS recommends using the habitat 
classifications tied with the development of the coral reef maps. This is further supported by the 
terminology described in Moyer et al. (2003); Banks et al. (2007); Walker et al. (2008a); Walker 
et al. (2008b); and Collier et al (2008). These peer-reviewed publications should be the basis for 
the terminology. 

The need for a contingency plan to adaptively respond to unauthorized coral reef impacts. As 
evidenced in the Key West channel dredging project (2004 to 2005), dredges can drift outside of 
the channel and damage sensitive benthic resources. In this case, the hopper dredge drifted 
outside of the channel limits, and the drag arm damaged NOAA trust resources within the 
NOAA Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary in the Sanctuary. Due to the possibility of 
human error and the presence of coral reef communities immediately adjacent to the Port 
Everglades channel, it would be prudent to develop a contingency plan to avoid or minimize 
damage to NOAA ‘s trust resources should an incident transpire similar to what occurred in Key 
West. The commitment to develop such a plan should be provided in the EIS. 

-5



Seagrass Impact Assessment and Compensatory Mitigation 
Seagrass habitat area and calculation of seagrass impacts. NMFS (2011) used survey data from 
2001, 2006, and 2009 to determine there are 19.45 acres of seagrass habitat in the project area 
(i.e., the project footprint and adjacent areas). A cumulative analysis of these seagrass surveys to 
yield the amount of seagrass habitat is supported by the best available scientific information on 
the biology of seagrass species present in the Port Everglades area. For example, Virnstein et al. 
(2009) concludes that the expansion and contraction of seagrass beds, also referred to as 
“pulsating patches” may be a long-term survival strategy ofHalophilajohnsonii. Summary 
information on the best available science on this issue can be found in NMFS 2011 (Section 
2.1.1). 

The interim Draft EIS does not clearly describe how the COE determined that the extent of 
impacts to seagrass habitat is 4.01 acres. Based on the results described in NMFS (2001), we 
believe that the interim Draft EIS substantially underestimates the amount of seagrass habitat 
that would be impacted through the planned dredging. Furthermore, seagrass habitats 
documented in the Outer Entrance Channel (1.04 acres) and indirect impacts to seagrass are not 
quantified or considered as environmental consequences. For each seagrass impact area, please 
identify the impact polygon on a map and provide a narrative that explains how the impact area 
was calculated. The impact amounts should be based on cumulative seagrass area. Please also 
provide a detailed description of the type of direct and indirect impact. For this purpose, please 
also include an evaluation of seagrass impacts that would result from the equilibration of channel 
side slopes. The EIS should clearly describe where these impacts will occur and how much 
seagrass is present in these areas. 

Seagrass mitigation. The restoration planned to be performed by Broward County at West Lake 
Park is proposed for use as compensatory mitigation for seagrass and mangrove impacts 
associated with the Port expansion. However, the restoration was not set up as a permittee 
responsible mitigation area (PROMA) or other type of mitigation bank when NMFS completed 
its EFH review of the restoration work under SAJ-2002-0072 (IP-LAO).5A mitigation banking 
instrument or PROMA instrument should be developed and coordinated with NMFS for review 
and approval. At a minimum, the PROMA instrument should describe the available credits,6
how they were determined, and the credit release schedule. In addition, NMFS requests to be 
provided the results from a functional assessment that shows the habitats impacted in order to 
complete the restoration work to demonstrate that impacts have been adequately mitigated and 
any other habitat tradeoffs in EFH will result in a net benefit to fishery resources. 

Furthermore, seagrass habitats located closer to the Port Everglades Inlet likely provide different 
functions than seagrass habitats located in more interior areas of the Port. The seagrass habitats 
at West Lake Park, which is located further away from the inlet and coral reefs, would not 

Special condition 16 of the permit authorized by the Jacksonville District for West Lake Park acknowledges that the 
restoration work may be used as compensatory mitigation for Broward County projects. Special condition 17 
describes how mitigation credits could be accounted for through post-restoration monitoring and permit modification. 

6 The South Florida Water Management District determined that 2.2 functional credits are available at West Lake 
Park, however the EIS Executive Summary (page iv) states that 3 functional units from West Lake Park would be 
needed. In contrast, the Mitigation Plan (page 11) states that 1 functional unit would be needed. 
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provide the same ecological services as the seagrass impacted through the expansion. This issue 
should be examined in the Draft EIS and through a functional assessment. 

Alternatives and Objectives 
The 2008 version of the interim Draft EIS did not identify objectives of the feasibility study. 
When NMFS agreed to participate as a cooperating agency, the COE stated the purpose of the 
project was to (1) evaluate potential project designs to provide increased safety, (2) enable 
efficiency and lower costs for future port navigation and utilization, and (3) protect the 
environment to the maximum extent practical while meeting the stated goals of the feasibility 
study. The current version of the interim Draft EIS presents revised objectives that include (1) 
decrease costs associated with vessel delays from congestion, channel passing restrictions, and 
berth deficiencies at Port Everglades, (2) decrease transportation costs through increasing 
economies of scale for cargo and petroleum vessels at Port Everglades, and (3) increase channel 
safety and maneuverability at Port Everglades for existing vessel use as well as for larger vessels, 
through the year 2067. Notably, the commitment to environmental protection is missing from 
the revised project objectives. 

The 2008 version of the interim Draft EIS evaluates seven alternatives, whereas the current 
version thoroughly reviews only two alternatives, the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) and the 
No Action Alternative. Five alternatives were not thoroughly reviewed in the current version of 
the interim Draft EIS and now are proposed for elimination. This approach does not present a 
full, balanced review of alternatives. For example, the interim Draft EIS only presents 
disadvantages associated with the Lightering Alternative and concludes that lightering is not 
under the jurisdiction of the District, yet this alternative is not included in Section 2.6: 
Alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. 

An additional example is from statements provided to justify elimination of the Offshore 
Petroleum Alternative from further examination. The interim Draft EIS says the COE was 
unable to identify a pipeline route and a deepwater anchorage area that would avoid coral reef 
and hardbottom habitats, but there is no discussion of how the U.S. Maritime Administration was 
able to identify such areas in their EIS for the nearby Calypso Deepwater Port. The interim Draft 
EIS also inaccurately characterizes other issues with this alternative as intractable, when in fact 
they were resolved in the Calypso project, e.g., constructing the pipeline in the Navy exclusion 
area and increasing congestion and traffic were resolved in this particular example. 

In response to our review of the 2008 version of the interim Draft EIS, NMFS recommended the 
COE fully evaluate an alternative or combination of alternatives that evaluates the potential to 
install a NOAA National Ocean Service Physical Oceanographic Real Time System (PORTS), a 
modified version of PORTS, or other current tracking system. In response to this, the COE 
indicates they will not consider a PORTS alternative and they cite information on the 
ineffectiveness of an Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler in the entrance channel (which alone 
does not constitute a PORTS). In the past, the COE has cited discussions with pilots and real 
time data issues; however, discussions NOAA staff has had with the pilots do not corroborate the 
elimination of a PORTS for this reason. NMFS continues to recommend the COE fully evaluate 
a PORTS as an alternative and in combination with other alternatives. 
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Further, the interim Draft EIS states that “should any of the cooperating agencies choose to 
provide a detailed analysis of any of these alternatives for incorporation into the EIS, they are 
invited and encouraged to do so.” This was not presented to cooperating agencies as an 
expectation when we agreed to serve in this capacity, nor were we aware that the project 
objectives and resulting elimination of alternatives would change so drastically that this might be 
necessary. Considering the expedited schedule for moving forward with the interim Draft EIS 
and due to staffing and funding constraints, NMFS is not prepared to perform as a cooperating 
agency in this capacity. 

EFH Assessment 
The information provided in the interim Draft EIS does not meet the requirements of the EFH 
provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. While the COE may choose to integrate the required 
components of an EFH Assessment into various parts of the EIS, the various components of the 
interim Draft EIS as presented do not meet the requirements of 50 CFR 600.920(e)(3) and (4). 
NMFS would like to work with the COE to ensure that the requirements found at 50 CFR 
600. 920(e)(3) and (4) are included in the Draft EIS. Notably missing are items that pertain to the 
analysis of the potential adverse effects of the action on EFH and the managed species, the 
COE’s conclusions regarding the effects of the action on EFH, and details regarding proposed 
mitigation. In addition, pertinent literature is missing from the interim Draft EIS (see the 
literature cited for this letter and in NMFS 2011). Also a thorough analysis of alternatives to the 
proposed action is missing (see section above). 

Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation 
There are numerous references in the interim Draft EIS to NMFS’ opinion concerning how the 
proposed work may affect listed species and critical habitat under our purview. In our previous 
review of the 2008 interim Draft EIS, NMFS asked the COE to remove “placeholders” that were 
included in the document referencing NMFS’ concurrence or NMFS’ biological opinion 
concerning this project. To date, NMFS has not received all of the information needed to 
evaluate potential effects of the proposed work on listed species and critical habitat under our 
purview; therefore, it is inappropriate and incorrect to reference NMFS’ opinion in a public 
document given that we have not even received all of the information needed for our analysis. 
NMFS reiterates our request that such references to “NMFS’ concurrence” and “NMFS’ 
biological opinion” be removed from the EIS until those are obtained. 

Closing 
In view of the expectation that the EIS will be released to the public in January 2012, NMFS 
hopes the COE will soon propose a schedule to coordinate with us to fully address all of the 
above listed items, in addition to the other important issues identified in the enclosed matrix. 
Please direct inquires and correspondence related to the EFH consultation under the Magnuson 
Stevens Act to the attention of Ms. Jocelyn Karazsia at (561) 616-8880, extension 207, or 
Jocelyn.Karazsianoaa.gov. For further endangered and threatened species 
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coordination on this project, please contact Audra Livergood at (954) 356-7100 or at 
Audra.Livergood@noaa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

E. Crabtree, Ph.D. 
Regional Administrator 

Enclosures: Additional SERO comments on the EIS 

cc: 

F/SER3, David Bernhart, Audra Livergood 
F/SER, David Keys, Noah Silverman 
F/SER4, Miles Croom, David Dale 
F/SER47, Jocelyn Karazsia 
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Summary: NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and Nova Southeastern 
University characterized the coral reef impacts that would result from the Port Everglades 
Expansion Project and conclude 21.66 acres of coral reef located in the federal channel will be 
severely impacted by the planned expansion. This estimate of direct impacts is approximately 
6.49 acres larger than the estimate in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared 
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Coral reef communities in the channel would 
be directly impacted through: (1) removal by the dredge, (2) coral fragments and dredged 
material including rubble and sediments moving downslope or down current abrading and 
shearing coral reef organisms from the substrate, and (3) fractures in the reef framework, lithified 
coral and underlying rock destabilizing attachment of coral reef organisms. The latter two 
impacts create an unstable coral reef environment resulting in lower coral abundance and fewer 
large coral colonies. The steeply sloped, eastward facing spur-and-groove reef habitats are 
particularly at risk from the downslope movement of sediment and rubble. The draft EIS 
describes a tentatively selected plan that includes expanding the Outer Entrance Channel from 
the existing width of 500 feet to 800 feet and deepening the channel from approximately -42 feet 
Mean Low Water (MLW) to -57 feet MLW. USACE’s estimate of direct impacts to coral reef 
habitats, approximately 15.17 acres, is limited to removal by the dredge and the draft EIS further 
concludes there will be no impacts to coral reef communities outside the dredged footprint. 
Figure 1 depicts the areas at-risk of fracture impacts, and it may be possible to minimize a 
portion of the 8.16 acres of severe impacts at Port Everglades by stabilizing the seafloor 
immediately following the dredging, however, such reef stabilization is not proposed in the draft 
EIS. 

Introduction: Channel creation or widening may result in a total loss of coral reef organisms and 
structure (Walker et al. 2012; PBSJ 2008). Dredging impacts may include reef fracturing from 
static and dynamic loading during dredging activities (Maharaj 2001; PBSJ 2008); fractured 
material eroding during storms (NOAA 2002; Edwards and Gomez 2007); rubble or sediment 
moving downslope and shearing or burying coral reef habitats (Edwards and Gomez 2007; 
Collier et al. 2008); and chronic sedimentation. Unstabilized rubble can delay recovery of an 
injury area for decades or prevent recovery of impacts to corals altogether (Edwards and Gomez 
2007). Gilliam and Moulding (2012) found the increased rubble at coral injury sites significantly 
lowered the number of stony coral species, the percent cover and density of stony corals, and the 
size of the largest coral colony present. The same study found increased coral rubble 
significantly lowered the biomass of sponges and the number of genera and percent cover for 
octocorals. While rubble may be suitable for coral recruitment, it is not suitable substrate for 
continued coral colony growth or reef development (Edwards and Gomez 2007; Gilliam and 
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Moulding 2012). Lastly, coral reef injury sites have lower rugosity, which is an important 
habitat parameter for finfish (Walker Ct al. 2009, Pittman and Brown 201 1), with fish abundance 
and species richness higher on more rugose reefs. 

Three approaches have been used to quantify and characterize the direct impacts that would 
occur to coral reef habitat from expanding the Port Everglades federal navigation channel. Each 
approach is briefly described below and results provided in Table 1: 

•	 Walker et al. (2008) quantifies impacts to the Outer Reef and the Middle Reef using 
available habitat maps and the proposed channel expansion area. This analysis assumes 
that all coral reef and hardbottom habitats within the channel expansion footprint, 
regardless of depth, would be directly impacted. 

•	 The draft EIS concludes only the coral reef habitats located within the federal channel 
expansion area and shallower than -57 feet MLW would be directly impacted. 

•	 This report concludes the coral reef habitats located within federal channel and in water 
depths shallower than -57 feet MLW would be directly impacted by the dredge removing 
the corals and underlying substrate. In addition to these impacts, the coral reef habitats 
deeper than -57 feet MLW would also be adversely affected by coral fragments and 
dredged sediments moving downslope or down current shearing coral reef organisms and 
by fractures in the rock and lithified coral propagating into the reef framework 
destabilizing the attachment of coral reef organisms. 

Methods: Coral reef habitats seaward of the Inner Reef were examined in a GIS. GIS layers 
used in this assessment include: 

•	 impact maps provided by the USACE 
•	 bathymetry provided by Dr. Brian Walker (Nova Southeastern University) 
•	 benthic habitat maps provided by Nova Southeastern University 
•	 LIDAR digital elevation model surface provided by Nova Southeastern University 
•	 hill-shaded LIDAR images provided by Nova Southeastern University 

Coral reef habitats were delineated by Dr. Brian Walker using these GIS layers. Habitat 
classifications are based on Walker et al. (2008), which is based on the NOAA hierarchical 
classification scheme used in other NOAA mapping efforts in the Atlantic/Caribbean and 
described in Kendall et al. (2001) and Kendall et al. (2006). 

Results: Two linear reefs are located within the assessment area: the Linear Reef-Middle and 
Linear Reef-Outer (Figures 1 and 2). Linear-Reef Middle is composed of one habitat type, 
referred to as linear reef. The Linear Reef-Outer is composed of colonized pavement, linear reef, 
and spur-and-groove habitats (Figure 2). In addition, 0.498 acres of previously undocumented 
coral reef or hardbottom habitat occurs west of this reef and appears to be a western extension of 
the colonized pavement (Figure 2). Each of these three areas is discussed below in greater detail. 

Linear Reef-Middle located in water depth greater than -57feet ML W: This habitat consists of 
the eastern side of the Linear Reef-Middle habitat from the proposed dredged depth of-57 feet to 
approximately -67 feet MLW at the eastern edge and includes 2.144 acres of steeply sloped reef 
face habitat (ranging from near vertical to approximately 3:1 slope) downslope from the 
proposed dredged channel (Table 4). NMFS characterizes the physical impact that would occur 
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as fractured reef framework, substrate scarring, erosion of fractured reef framework, increased 
rubble, displacement and shearing of biota, rubble burial or partial burial of coral reef, rubble and 
sediment movement downslope, rubble abrasion of coral reef, sedimentation (Table 2). NMFS 
also expects that fish assemblages would negatively affected by turbidity and exhibit lower 
species richness and lower abundance. In addition, NMFS expects reduced number of stony 
corals, reduced stony coral percent cover, reduced largest coral colony size, reduced sponge 
biomass, reduced octocoral percent cover, reduced octocoral genera, and adverse effects to corals 
from increased sedimentation and turbidity. Furthermore, the landscape scale negative impacts 
that would occur include habitat fragmentation, reduced edge habitat, and reduced topographic 
complexity. 

Linear Reef-Outer, Colonized Pavement greater than -57feet MLW: This habitat is located on 
the western side of the Linear Reef-Outer habitat, from -57 feet MLW to approximately -64 feet 
MLW and includes 1.582 acres of moderately sloped (greater than 3:1) reef habitat (Table 4). 
The proposed elevation of-57 feet MLW will be similar to the depth of the adjacent 
unconsolidated sediments, which will result in chronic sedimentation impacts to reef habitats due 
natural sand transport. NMFS expects the impacts to be the same for Linear-Reef Middle (Table 
2). 

Linear Reef-Outer, Spur and Groove greater than -57feet MLW: The eastern face of the Linear 
Reef-Outer spur-and-groove habitat includes 3.9 14 acres of steeply sloped (the reef generally 
ranges from near vertical to approximately 3:1, high-complexity, coral reef habitat downslope of 
the limits of dredging (Table 4). This habitat slopes steeply from the existing elevation of-45 
feet MLW to approximately -76 feet MLW. NMFS expects the impacts in this area to be the 
same as in other linear reef areas (Table 2). 

Previously unmapped hardbottom/boulders in depths greater than -57 feet MLW: Previous 
mapping was based on a one-acre minimum mapping unit, thus patches of coral reef habitat 
smaller than one acre were not delineated. The current effort used a smaller minimum mapping 
unit and found 0.087 acres of hardbottom/boulders adjacent (east) of the Linear Reef-Middle 
(Table 3), and a 0.498-acre western extension of Linear Reef-Outer (Table 4) within areas 
previously mapped as sand. Although in situ confirmation of these areas is lacking, topographic 
signatures in LIDAR-based bathymetry indicate that these areas are likely hardbottom or 
boulders that include coral reef communities. 

Discussion: NMFS expects severe impacts to 21.66 acres of coral reef habitat from expansion of 
the Port Everglades Outer Entrance Channel, 8.16 acres of the impacts will be to coral reef 
habitats deeper than -57 feet MLW, which are not included in the draft EIS (Tables 3 and 4). 
The steeply sloped, eastward-facing reef spur-and-groove habitats arc particularly at risk due to 
the downslope movement of sediment and rubble. While these 8.16 acres of impact are outside 
the dredging footprint, the impacts are nonetheless severe. The physical and biological impacts 
to this habitat type include but arc not limited to fractured reef framework, increased rubble, 
reduced topographic complexity, fish assemblage lower species richness and abundance, reduced 
number of stony coral species, and reduced stony coral and octocoral percent cover (Table 2). 
The final EIS should include these areas as direct impacts. Tables 3 and 4 also include the 
addition of 0.59 acres of previously unmapped hardbottom or boulder habitats and correction of 
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inaccurate estimates of impact areas to mapped habitats. In addition to these habitat impacts, 
NMFS expects fish assemblages to become significantly smaller and species richness to decline 
due to the loss of topographic complexity resulting from the project. Further, the increased 
width of the proposed channel will extend the area of reduced habitat complexity and reduced 
cover for reef fish, resulting in greater habitat fragmentation (Caddy 2008). The reduced cover 
provided to fish as a result of dredging the habitat could result in increased predation on 
managed species and other motile organisms that cross the expanded channel. 

Chronic impacts to coral reefs from sedimentation and turbidity after dredging can have a greater 
impact than acute stress (Rogers 1979). Indirect impacts from the Port Everglades Expansion 
project are estimated to be 117.49 acres, based on an unverified assumption that sedimentation 
and turbidity impacts will be limited to a 150 meter mixing zone around the channel. Research 
has shown the vicinity of Port Everglades has a very complex and dynamic hydrologic regime 
(Stamates et al. 2013). Dredging activities in the vicinity of Port Everglades resulted in a 
turbidity plume greatly exceeding the 150 meter mixing zone that has been used as the basis for 
calculating indirect impacts in the USACE assessment (Figure 3). Indirect impacts to coral reefs 
differ from direct impacts in temporal and spatial scales but may be as severe as direct impacts. 
Relying on an unverified assumption that sedimentation and turbidity impacts only occur within 
the 150 meter mixing zone is expected to under estimate the extent and magnitude of indirect 
impacts from the project. 

Recommendations: 
1.	 USACE should update the EIS and EFH Assessment for the Port Everglades Expansion 

Project to reflect 21 .66 acres of direct impacts to coral reef located in the federal channel. 
2.	 Indirect impacts should be examined using GIS information and hydrographic modeling, 

with a supporting literature review, to determine the extent and magnitude of indirect 
impacts. 

3.	 The compensatory mitigation plan should describe how direct impacts of2I .66 acres and 
an as yet undetermined amount of indirect impacts to coral reef habitats would be fully 
offset. 

4.	 USACE should modify the dredging plan to include, as an impact minimization measure, 
substrate stabilization to reduce the amount of coral reef habitat adversely affected by 
coral fragments and dredged rubble and sediments moving downslope or down current, 
abrading and shearing coral reef organisms and by fractures in the reef framework, 
lithified coral and underlying rock destabilizing the attachment of coral reef organisms. 
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Figure 1. Topographic view of coral reefs impacted by the Port Everglades expansion project. Coral reef 
habitats located in water depths greater than -57 feet MLW are contained inside the red line. Modified 
from figure 7 in DCA (2006). 
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Figure 2. Plan view (top) and southern-facing side view (below) of coral reef and hardbottom habitats 
within the federal channel by habitat type. Previously undocumented coral reef and hardbottom habitats 
are included in the map and legend. Maps created by Dr. Brian Walker from Nova Southeastern 
University and modified by NMFS. 
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Figure 3. Dredging operations in at Port Everglades in 1981 (top) and 2013 (bottom). Sources: Stamates 
et al. 2013 (top) and Dr. Brian Walker, Nova Southeastern University (bottom). Both photos show turbidity 
plumes in excess of 150 meters from the channel. 
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Table 1: Results from three approaches to describe the direct impacts that would occur to coral reef habitat 
within the federal channel from Port Everglades expansion. 
Study Characterization Direct Impacts Direct impacts deeper than -57 feet MLW 

Walker et al. (2008) 20.34 acres Included in direct impact calculations 

USACE (2013) 15 34 acres 
Included within indirect impacts injury category within and 150 
meters_outside_federal_channel 

Present Study 15.56 acres 6.11 acres 

Table 2: Expected impacts to coral reef and hardbottom habitat types in water depths greater than -57 feet 
MLW and previously unmapped habitats in the Port Everglades federal channel. 

Linear Reef Middle Linear Reef Outer Colonized 
Thtegory of impact expected >57 ft MLW Pavement >57 ft MLW 

Physical impacts 

fractured reef framework o o 

substrate scarring o o 

erosion of fractured reef framework o o 

increased rubble o v 
dispalcement and shearing of biota o n 
rubble burial or partial burial of coral reef o o 
rubble and sediment movement down slope o o 

rubble abrasion of coral reef o o 
sedimentation o n 

Biological Impacts - Fish 

fish assemblage lower species richness o o 

fish assemblage lower abundance o x 

turbidity o 0 

Bioloclil Impacts Benthic-

reduced number of stony corals o o 
reduced stony coral percent cover o o 
reduced stony coral density n 0 

reduced largest colony size o 0 

reduced sponge biomass o o 
reduced octocoral percent coner x u 
reduced octocoral Genera o 0 

sedimentation o 0 

turbidity o o 
Ecological Impacts - Landscape 
habitat fragmentation o o 
reduced “edge” habitat o o 
reduced topographic complenity o o 

Linear Reef Outer, Spur and Previously unmapped Previously onmapped 
Groove >57 ft MLW ‘rardbottom >57 ft MLW ‘rardbottom <57 ft MLSR 

v	 o 

x	 o
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x n
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Table 3: Coral reef impacts within the federal channel by habitat type in water depths less or equal to 
-57 MLW. Table modified from Walker et al. (2008) and Karazsia and Wilber (2011). Updates to 
impact estimates from previous analyses resulted from incorporation of higher resolution 
bathymetry and improved GIS analyses. 
Habitats within the Federal Acres 
channel Type Modifiers Area (ft’) (ac) Type ac 

Spur and Groove 16,800 0.386 

Outer Reef 8.764’Linear Reef-Outer 179,395 4.118
 
Coral reef and Colonized
 

Colonized pavement-Deep 185,560 4.260hardbottom 

Linear Reef-Middle 202,388 4.646 47332 

Middle Reef Previously Unmapped 
Hardbottom/Boulders 4,102 0.087 

Inlet Channel Floor Inlet Channel Floor Inlet Channel Floor 5K ..76-

Soft Bottom pIIi. .&a—— 11 28.20 28.20
 
USACE (2013) estimates 10.10 ac; Walker et al. (2008) estimates 13.54 ac
 

2 USACE (2013) estimates 5.07 ac; Walker et aI. (2008) estimates 6.80 ac 

Table 4: Coral reef impacts within the federal channel by habitat type in water depths greater than
 
-57 MLW.
 
Habitats within the Area Acres Type (ac)
 
federal channel deeper Type Modifiers (ft’) (ac)
 
than -57 MLW
 

Spur and Groove 170,481 3.914 

Colonized Pavement 68,927 1.582 

Coral reef and Colonized
 
Outer Reef 6.016
hardbottom 

Linear Reef- Outer 947 
0.022 

Previously Unmapped 21,598 0.498 
Hardbottom/Roulders 

Middle Reef Linear Reef-Middle 
93,398 2.144 

2.144 
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Hardbottom and Reef Community Mapping 

The EIS does a poor job outlining exactly what was done to determine the areas of impacts to the reef 
communities. It mentions that Dial Cordy mapped the area using video cameras and benthic 
assessments, however no mapping protocols were provided to determine how the mapping was 
performed. Almost all of the figures showing the reefs (Figs. 6, 51, 73, and 74) depict polygons created 
by Nova Southeastern University for FWC and FL DEP without citation. Only Figure 59 in the ElS cites the 
habitat maps. No discussion is provided on how these polygons were drawn or the criteria and purpose 
behind them. 

All mapping efforts are contingent upon their own objectives and scope. The results directly depend on 
the methodology, scale, and classification scheme developed to meet the mapping objectives. The maps 
used by the USACE created by NSU were developed for a county-wide mapping of benthic habitats. Due 
to the scale of mapping reefs county-wide and budgetary constraints, there were compromises made in 
the map scale. Ideally maps would be created at the finest scale possible. Limits were placed on the 
Broward mapping effort to draw polygons at a 1:3000 scale with a minimum mapping unit of 1 acre. This 
has implications on the results. The limitation on the polygon scale means that edges won’t be precise at 
scales finer that 1:3000. This effects the amount of area calculated from the polygons. Because it was 
not economically feasible (outside of the budget) to trace every intricate small feature at the finest 
scale, limitations of the minimum mapping unit (polygon size) were set to 1 acre. The limit on minimum 
mapping unit means that features less than 1 acre were not included in the map. This also effects the 
amount of habitat area calculated by the polygons. Finally the classification was designed around what 
habitats could be depicted at the scale and minimum mapping unit using the remote sensing datasets at 
hand. The primary remote sensing dataset was lidar from 2001 collected by Broward County. This was 
supplemented by aerial photography where possible, mostly in the nearshore. Therefore broader 
classifications were used to depict the environment than what might be used with different technology 
or on a project of smaller scale. 

In the mid-2000s, members of the Port Everglades Research Group (FWC and NSU) recommended the 
offshore reefs within the Port Everglades project footprint should be mapped at a finer scale. Apparently 
the USACE did not take this advice into consideration as it was not reported in Appendix E3, the Reef 
Group Recommendations Report. Although the NSU county-wide maps met their objectives well and 
were measured to be accurate at a large scale, a finer-scale map would have produced better results to 
determine impacts around Port Everglades. For example, Broward County is planning a sand bypass 
project on the north side of Port Everglades. Although the NSU maps were available, the county decided 
to perform a finer scale mapping for the project area. This resulted in a much finer-scale mapping effort 
with a scale and classification fitted to the project objectives. Figure 1 shows a comparison of these 
results. The sand bypass polygons are the black outlines on top of the county-wide colored map. The 
edges of features changed significantly as weti as habitat classifications and polygon sizes. These 
differences were due to a change in the scope of the mapping effort and the finer-scale mapping criteria 
used. A similar result would be expected from a finer-scale mapping around Port Everglades. 
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Figure 1. A. Final fine-scale sand bypass map. B. Sand bypass map overlain on the larger-scale county 
wide NSU map. The finer-scale map shows more defined habitat edges, smaller features, and a 
classification scheme designed for the specific area of interest. It is likely that a finer-scale map of Port 
Everglades project would likely benefit in a similar way. 
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Benthic Habitat Impacts 

As stated above, the county-wide habitats are not a precise representation of the Port everglades 
project footprint and may not depict the habitats at the most appropriate scale. However, we use them 
here for comparison to the USACE methodology and results to determine impact areas for mitigation. 

The EIS does not do a good job explaining how benthic habitat impact areas were determined. The best 
we can tell, the county-wide polygons were clipped to depth contours in the lidar data and the area 
shallower was summed for direct impacts. Proposed alternative 2E (TSP) has several areas listed for 
impacts based on the selected depth. Although this was done for 5 depths we focused here on the -59 
as it also pertains to the Port Everglades EIS Appendix 2E Mitigation. Much of the following discussion— 

may likely apply to the impacts at other depths as well. 

Appendix 2E did not explain the methodology behind calculating the impacts areas for mitigation well. 
One confusing aspect was on page 12 it states “Scenario 2, i.e., in the event of no cable and anchor 
impacts, would result in 16.64 acres of impact to the middle and outer reef combined, of the project is 
dredged to the recommended alternative 57 feet total dredge depth (50÷7÷1+1 = authorized depth— 

(ft) + required underkeel clearance ÷ required overdredge (ft) + allowable overdrege (ft)).” This is 
confusing because, aside from grammatical errors, it states -57 ft depth yet parenthetically adds up to -

59. We assume -59 to be the appropriate contour to allow for comparable results. 

Before evaluating the habitat areas for direct impact, mapping data were inspected to see if all habitats 
were captured in the county-wide NSU maps. In 2008, Broward County conducted a repeat lidar survey 
with higher resolution and better processing techniques. These data depicted the seafloor better than 
the 2001 data. A visual inspection of these data showed that several apparent hardbottom features 
were not included in the original 2004 NSU maps. It was also apparent that some of the habitat edges 
needed adjusting due to a difference in map scale. New polygons were created to delineate the new 
features evident in the lidar data. Since this was not a funded effort, no groundtruthing was performed 
on these areas, however the researcher performing the interpretation (Dr. Brian Walker) has over 10 
years’ experience translating bathymetric data into benthic habitats throughout southeast Florida with 
greater than 90% accuracy depicting hardbottom habitats. The areas are labeled “Previously Unmapped 
Hardbottom/Boulder” in the figures. Next the -59 ft contour was created from the 2008 lidar digital 
elevation model to use for the polygon edge. Separate non-overlapping hardbottom habitat polygons 
were depicted above and below this line and areas were calculated for each. Figure 2 depicts the final 
map of direct impacts within the channel including the previously unmapped areas. 

Next, the potential direct impacts from the cutterhead dredge anchoring operation was determined by 
clipping the anchor impact areas to the updated map polygons and calculating the acreage of each 
habitat (Figure 3). This was not limited to certain depths like the previous analysis. 

Finally, the indirect impacts were calculated for a scenario with anchoring (Figure 4) and without 
anchoring (Figure 5) in a similar manner. 
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Figure 2. Updated habitat map with refined edges and previously unmapped hardbottom features 
within the proposed channel expansion area depicted. The red line is the 2008 lidar -59 ft contour. Areas 
are tabulated for all habitats shallower than -59 ft (top) and deeper than -59 ft (bottom). 
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Figure 5. Updated map showing the potential indirect impacts from a cutterhead dredge operation with 
anchoring (habitats outside of triangles only). This map includes refined edges and previously unmapped 
hardbottom. 

The results of our analysis differ from the EIS. Direct impacts in the channel shallower than -59 ft were 
16.85 acres as compared to 16.64 acres reported in the EIS Scenario 1. Anchoring would create an 
additional 19.31 acres of impacts for a total of 36.16 acres for Scenario 2. The EIS reports 33.12 acres of 
impact for Scenario 2 which is 3.04 acres less. 

The EIS reported Indirect impacts to the Outer Reef in Scenario 1 as 32.65 ac while we calculated 30.33 
ac. We also found Scenario 1 Middle Reef impacts (62.24 ac) to be lower than reported in the EIS (63.46 
ac). For Scenario 2 the EIS reported indirect impacts for Outer and Middle reefs as 37.69 ac and 75.55 
respectively, while our analyses found 35.77 ac and 76.1 ac respectively. 

Data Integrity 

The habitat mapping and impact area determination for the EIS and the appendices was not conducted 
consistently or properly. Reported impact areas were not consistent in the ElS and supporting 
documents which brings into question the reliability of the reported impacts and the mitigation 
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estimations based on those numbers. The EIS and Appendix 2E use the -59 ft contour as the worst case 
scenario which are split into 2 depending on if anchoring will occur. On p. 177 and Table 19 of the EIS, it 
is reported that 16.66 acres of reef will be removed. Appendix 2E reports that 16.64 acres will be 
removed (p.12). Furthermore Table 1 Scenario 1 direct impacts total 16.43 acres. The HEA tables report 
16.64. Given three values for the same impact does not instill much confidence that the correct value is 
being used. Should the HEA tables have used 16.66 acres? 

Some of the discrepancies may have been from inexperienced GIS technicians. This also supports the 
idea that the habitat impacts were not calculated properly. After obtaining a polygon of the impacts 
from the USACE in Feb 2013 named “plan_2e_resource_impacts_sp83e.shp”, it was noted that polygons 
contained overlaps and gaps (Figure 6). These errors would propagate errors in the area calculations and 
subsequent HEA analyses and proposed mitigation amounts. There does not appear to have been any 
quality control steps taken to ensure data integrity. 
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Figure 6. Map of outer reef polygons supplied by USACE in Feb 2013 showing sloppy polygon delineation 
with overlaps and gaps. 

Cumulative Impacts and Historic context of PE hardbottom communities 

The draft EIS minimizes previous losses of hardbottom due to port construction activities by equating 
the proposed impacted amount (which is wrong according to Appendix 2E) to a percent of all the 
hardbotttom in Broward County. Equating it to a percent makes the impacts seem much less. What’s 
more relevant is the actual amount lost. Walker et at. (2012) published a peer-reviewed paper on the 
estimated historical losses of port and shipping activities in SE FL. They estimated that Port Everglades 
has historically dredged 58.5 acres of hardbottom and buried 178 acres of Outer Reef due to improper 
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dumping of spoil material. Using county-wide mean coral density (2.6 2m) and percent cover (3.75%), 
historically PE development has impacted 6,149,000 corals equating to 180 acres of live tissue area. 
Using these same numbers, the direct impacts for scenario 1 will impact 380,000 corals with 1.36 acres 
of live cover and scenario 2 will impact 177,000 corals with 0.63 acres of live cover. 

Furthermore the EIS does not describe any cumulative impacts for hardbottom. Although the effect of 
impacting 6 million corals is difficult to measure, it surely must’ve had some impact on surrounding 
communities. In addition, the burial of 178 acres of Outer Reef due to improper spoil disposal had a 
lasting effect on the system. This spoil remains in place today where rocks of all sizes are piled on the 
reef. These likely shift during high energy events and continually impact the local community. This is why 
the communities in the Dial Cordy 2009 benthic assessment are lower than the controls at the 
previously impacted sites. 

Walker, B. K., Gilliam, D. S., Dodge, R. E., & Walczak, J. (2012). Dredging and shipping impacts on 
southeast Florida coral reefs. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the 12th International Coral Reef 
Symposium, 19A Human impacts on coral reefs: general session, Cairns, Australia, 9-13 July 2012. 
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July 21, 2013 
Dear Tom and Jocelyn, 
I’ve revised my comments to NOAA based on an analysis of the Appendix [2 Cost 
Analysis document of the DEIS that I did not have previously. Please disregard 
prior comments. The attached is still a working draft and may change based on 
the meeting in the coming week, but I think are pretty near final. 
Best 
Dick 

draft 
Comments for NOAA’s consideration for inclusion in their review of the ACE 
DEIS0n: 

DEIS Appendix E: Port Everglades Navigation Improvements- Draft 
Comprehensive Mitigation Plan and Incremental Cost Analysis 

And 

DEIS Appendix E2: Mitigation Requirements Analysis for Hardbottom 
Resources Associated with Port Everglades Harbor Navigation 
Improvements 

Comment Summary: 

The DEIS gives details of the ACE’s decision on extent of impact (direct and indirect) from 
dredging, and using their “modified” Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA), the type of and 
amount of the ACE chosen mitigation (boulders). 

•	 The ACE uses incorrect amounts (areas) of impact, including by neglecting areas that will be 
directly impacted below the 57’ dredging depth. 

•	 The ACE uses an inappropriate 0% discount rate in its “modified” HEA. The HEA is an 
economic model and not intended to be used with a zero discount rate. 

•	 The ACE choice of mitigation is boulders with coral transplants. These will not provide 
services upon maturity equivalent to those of the natural reef. The ACE has incorrectly 
assumed they will. 

•	 The HEA inputs and results in Appendix E2 and not the same as those of the Cost Analysis. 
•	 Many of the DEIS HEA input parameters used by the ACE are not supported by the best 

available science. 
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•	 The inputs chosen by the ACE for their HEAs underestimate amount of mitigation required. 
•	 An Alternate HEA has been developed as part of these comments using: corrected direct 

impact areas for the Outer and Middle Reefs to include the area below 57’; 3% discount 
rate; and corrected equivalence that boulders upon maturity reach 50% of services of the 
natural reef. 

•	 The ACE DEIS HEA for Scenario 2 in the DEIS Appendix E Cost Analysis requires 32 acres less 
mitigation than the more correct Alternate HEA. 

•	 Accordingly ACE project mitigation costs are significantly underestimated by using the 
underestimated mitigation amount. 

•	 Table 9 of the Cost estimate there is no justification given for using a much small $ amount 
for cost per acre of boulders with transplants. 

•	 The ACE plan lacks input from the ACE’s independent technical review performed by 
Battelle 

•	 The NOAA recommended mitigation program is scientifically valid and preferred. 
•	 The NOAA recommended mitigation program is more cost efficient than the ACE version, 

had ACE calculated their HEA with correct inputs. 
•	 NOAA should be given responsibility for impact analysis, determination of mitigation type 

and amount, and implementation of the resultant program. 

Introduction 

The entire DEIS, including the Mitigation/HEA Appendix E2, and the Mitigation Cost Analysis is 
extensive and complex. It is not possible to provide a complete analysis in the sIort comment 
period allowed. 

The comments here will review aspects of the ACE impacts and mitigation findings, identify 
concerns, recalculate the HEA to show an example of appropriate amount of the ACE mitigation 
type using more proper inputs, and discuss other issues. 

ACE DEIS Impact & Mitigation: 

The ACE DEIS in Appendix E2 presents results (for -57’ dredging) for 5 categories of impact: 
•	 Direct removal of Outer and Middle reef/hardbottom, 
•	 Direct impact from placement of anchors and cables 
•	 Direct impact to the channel wall 
•	 Indirect effects of sedimentation and turbidity to the Middle Reefs. 
•	 Indirect effects of sedimentation and turbidity to the Outer Reefs. 

The results are framed in two scenarios. The scenarios are identical with the exception that 
Scenario 1 includes an estimate of direct impacts from Anchor and Cables while Scenario 2 does 
not include Anchor/Cable impacts. This is because the ACE states they do not yet know which 

2
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type of dredge will be used and the type of dredge will affect the degree of Anchor and Cable 
image. Scenario 1 is stated to be the worst-case effects and Scenario 2 is the least case effects 
for this category of injury. 

Only results for Scenario 2 are presented in the ACE DEIS Appendix E Cost Analysis and Direct 
impact from Anchors and Cables are omitted. The Cost Analysis uses different HEA 
assumptions for the Direct removal impact. 

The ACE states that mitigation for only the direct impacts on the Outer and Middle reef will be 
conducted initially. Mitigation for other impacts (Anchor and Cable direct and other impacts 
from sedimentation/turbidity) will be conducted after a post-hoc survey is accomplished to 
quantify that impact. 

The comments to follow a detailed discussion of results of the DEIS Appendix E Cost Analysis 
Scenario 2 four categories of Impact in Scenario 2: direct impact to the Outer and Middle 
Reefs, Direct to Mid Channel Wall Impacts, Indirect Outer reef impacts and Indirect impacts all 
other habitats. 

Scenario 1 potential direct Impact from Anchors and Cables while not included in the DEIS Cost 
Analysis will also be discussed. 

Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) to Determine Amount of Mitigation. 

There are many parameters that need to be included in an HEA to best determine the amount 
of compensation necessary. The following table provides the HEA parameters and their values 
used for the ACE DEIS HEA (of Appendix E Cost Analysis) and for the Alternate HEA calculated 
for these comments. 

Nearly all ACE parameter values are used in the two HEAs. There are three that change in the 
Alternate HEA. These are highlighted in Yellow. 

TABLE 1 

INJURY: Direct to Mid Outer Reefs HEA Input 

Pre-injury service level 100% 
Degree of service lost of resources immediately following injury (mortality) 100% 
Equilibrium level to which recovery can reach 15% 

Injury recovery time to equilibrium (years) 50 

COMPENSATORY ACTION: Boulders w/Transplants 

Pre-restoration service level 0% 
Service level of CA upon initial installation 10% 

3
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Equilibrium level of service From CA expected 

Time for services to develop from installation to equilibrium 

COMMON to INJURY & COMPENSATORY 

INJURY: Direct to Channel Wall 

Pre-injury service level 

Degree of service lost of resources immediately following injury (mortality) 

Equilibrium level to which recovery can reach
 

Injury recovery time to equilibrium (years)
 

COMPENSATORY ACTION: Boulders w/Transplants
 

Pre-restoration service level
 

Service level of CA upon initial installation
 

Equilibrium level of service From CA expected
 

Time for services to develop from installation to equilibrium
 

_INJURY: Indirect Outer and All Other Habitats 

Pre-injury service level 

Degree of service lost of resources immediately following injury (mortality) 

Equilibrium level to which recovery can reach
 

Injury recovery time to equilibrium (years)
 

COMPENSATORY ACTION: Boulders w/Transplants
 

Pre-restoration service level
 

Service level of CA upon initial installation
 

Equilibrium level of service From CA expected
 

Time for services to develop from installation to equilibrium
 

COMMON Parameters to INJURY & COMPENSATORY
 

# of injured area units
 

Date of Injury! Date of Compensatory Action
 

Discount rate per time unit
 

Shape of recovery trajectory! trajectory to equilibrium =
 

Value-injuredj’value restored= 1/
 

End of HEA Calculations 

100% 

30y 0%-100%, then 20y at
 
100%
 

HEA Input
 

100%
 

100%
 

95%
 

26
 

0%
 

10%
 

100%
 

26
 

HEA Input
 

100%
 

100%
 

98%
 

3
 

0%
 

10%
 

100%
 

50
 

HEA Input
 

ACE, NOAA
 

2012
 

0%, 3%
 

Linear
 

1., .50
 

Non-In perpetuity, i.e, to times 
shown above 

The only parameter values that are different between the ACE HEA and the Alternate HEA are 

the: 
. Extent of impact 
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• Discount Rate 
• Equivalence of the impact area (natural reef) to the compensatory action (the boulders). 

Other values for other HEA parameters should be considered and will be discussed later. 

Amount of Impact 

The ACE as discussed by NOAA and others has used an incorrect amount of acreage impact for 
Middle and Outer Direct Impact (and for potential Anchor/Cable impact). The ACE only 
considers the direct impact amount ABOVE 57 depth. Nevertheless, habitat will be destroyed 
below 57’ and needs to be included. For Middle and Outer Reefs there are significant deeper 
than 57’ reef portions that will be directly affected by dredging generated rubble and 
subsequent rubble mobility. NOAA provides a cogent analysis that the reef areas below 57’ 
should be treated as direct injury. 

The ACE has determined the amount of Outer and Middle reef area to be destroyed above 57’ 
to be 15.17 acres. NOAA has determined that impact to the Middle and Outer reefs when 
taking into account the amount of affected reef area below 57’ is a total of 21.65 acres. The 
corrected acreage impacts have an increase of over 5 acres in direct impact to Middle and 
Outer Reefs. 

Discount Rate 

Use of 0% Discount Rate 

The DEIS states that by law the ACE is permitted to only use a 0% discount rate in their HEA 
calculations. 

However, page 29 of the DEIS Appendix E2 has the following statement: 
“As previously stated, Under Office of Management and Budget Circulars A-4 and A-94 
(Regulatory Analysis and Guidelines and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal 
Programs, respectively), when federal agencies are determining costs and benefits of a federal 
water resources development project, no discounting should occur (emphasis added). 
Specifically Circular A-94 states “Specifically exempted from the scope of this Circular are 
decisions concerning water resource projects (guidance for which is the approved Economic and 
Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation 
Studies.” The Port Everglades Feasibility Study, and all of the components of that study, falls 
under the aforementioned water resource principles and guidelines.” 

The statement seems to clearly indicate that the current project under consideration is exempt 
from the “no discounting” rule. This would mean discounting is permissible. Review of 
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circulars A-94 and A-4 does not seem to require the Corps use a 0% discount rate. In fact the 
circulars discuss the use of a variety of non-zero discount rates. 

The HEA method was designed to be used with a finite discount rate. The use of a finite 
discount rate is discussed in any HEA explanation in the literature. A good example is the 
document by Ray (Ray, 6. L. 2007. Habitat equivalency analysis: A potential tool for estimating 
environmental benefits. EMRRP Technical Notes Collection (ERDC TN-EMRRP-El-02). Vicksburg, 
MS: U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center). The explanation clearly cites the 
HEA’s use of and NOAA’s rationale for a finite discount rate. 

The mitigation document (DEIS Appendix E2) in fact also explains the need for using a finite 
discount rate on page 2: “Therefore, the quantities of ecological services occurring at different 
times are not valued on an equivalent basis and must be adjusted before they can be compared 
in a meaningful way. This adlustment process, known as discounting, permits one to examine 
quantities occurring at different times on a comparable basis. 

Use of 3% Discount Rate 

It is common practice to use a 3% Discount Rate (DR) in an HEA. NOAA (and others) 
recommends this amount in published literature. The HEA prepared of the DEIS does not utilize 
a discount rate (more properly it uses a 0% discount rate) for the calculations. The ACE refers to 
their method as the “modified HEA”. Use of a 0% Discount Rate will provide a lower amount of 
mitigation in comparison to results using a Discount Rate above 0%. 

The Alternate HEA presented below uses a 3% Discount Rate as recommended by NOAA. 

It is noted that the ACE uses a Discount Rate of 3.75% in their Economic Analysis of the DEIS. 

Degree of Equivalency Between Natural Reef and Mitigation (Boulders) 

The assumptions of an HEA require that the type of compensatory action (= mitigation) chosen 
be equivalent to the habitat being injured. The DEIS clearly states this necessity in Appendix E 
that the services of the habitat of injury should be “ecologically equivalent to the service that 
will be provided by the replacement habitat”. Otherwise a factor must be applied to create 
equivalency. 

The DEIS choice of mitigation for impacts to the reef are piles of boulders. The DEIS assumes 
that the compensatory action choice of boulders, upon maturity, will have identical services as 
the natural reef to be impacted. 

There is literature which indicates that artificial reefs, including those composed of boulders, 
are not equivalent to those of natural habitat. For example, Miller et al. (2009) documented an 
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overall lack of similarity between natural reef and artificial reef assemblages. Gilliam (2012) 
concluded the length of time boulder reefs require to mitigate lost reef resources in southeast 
Florida, assuming a total loss of the impacted community from events such as dredging, 
exceeds the age of the oldest boulder reef assessed in this study (17 years). Kilfoyle et al. (2013) 
show nearshore natural and artificial hardbottom habitats have dissimilar usage by the early life 
history stages of species managed under the fishery management plan for snappers and 
groupers. Statistically significant higher abundances occurred on natural nearshore 
hardbottoms compared to the artificial habitat 

While the above references do not specify the exact degree of dissimilarity, it is safe to say 
there is not 100% equivalence. This assumption is valid in the “smell test” of logic. A pile of 
boulders is not a coral reef and will not over time become a coral reef. Therefore the boulders 
will provide lower degree of habitat services compared to those of a coral reef. 

A more reasonable approach would be to consider that the ratio of the services of the natural 
reef to a pile of boulders upon reaching equilibrium) would be on the order of 1.0/0.50 =2.0. 
In other words, upon maturity boulders would provide 50% of the services as the natural reef. 

Table 1 below gives the results of the ACE Appendix E Cost Analysis HEA compared to the 
Alternate HEA using corrected impact numbers for all categories, a 3% Discount Rate, and 
corrected equivalence of natural reef to boulders: 
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Table 1: Comparison of ACE DEIS Cost Analysis HEA to Alternate HEA 

Scenario 2 
Impact Amount & Mitigation Requirement 

ALTERNATE 
in acres MITIGATION 
For dredging to -57’ Using 

ACE NOAA NOM 

DEIS Corrected Corrected 

IMPACT ACE DEIS Impact IMPACT, 

-57 MITIGATION -57 3% DR, & 

Reef/Comp 

ratio= 1/.5= 

2 

Impact in Acres Category 

Middle and Outer Reef Direct Impacts 15.17 19.05 21.65 50.103 

Middle Reef Channel Wall Impacts 0.36 0.32 0.36 0.61 

Direct Anchor and Cable Impacts 0 0 0 0 

Outer Reef Indirect Impacts -Construction 37.69 0.04 41.78 0.155 

Middle/nearshore Impacts—Construction 75.55 0.08 78.25 0.289 

Total Requirement 19.49 51.158 

For Scenario 2, the DEIS Cost Analysis HEA results in 19 mitigation acres. The Alternate HEA 
results in 51 acres. 

DEIS Cost Analysis HEA results are near 32 acres underestimated. 

The DEIS ACE “modified HEA” underestimates the mitigation required by using an incorrect 0% 
discount rate, a lower than accurate impact area, and an incorrect comparison of the level of 
services of the boulders upon maturity as compared to a natural reef. 

The clear driver in the total Requirement is the amount of impact to the Middle and Outer 
Reefs. Results for the other categories are lower than appropriated due to poor choice of 
other input values and should be recalculated using more correct values to be discussed later. 

Cost Calculation 
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The main DEIS document states on page 259 “The total estimated cost for this alternative, 
which includes the cost of coral translocation, is estimated at $20.13M. Details can be found in 
Appendix E comprising the mitigation plan and related sub-appendices.” 

Appendix E Cost estimation is NOT easily found on the Web version of the DEIS. However, it is 
on the CD version. 

Had proper inputs to the ACE DEIS HEA been used the amount of mitigation required and 
associated costs would have been much higher and much greater than the costs of NOAA’s 
preferred alternative. This is illustrated below in Table 2 

Table 2: Mitigation Cost Comparisons of ACE result to the Alternate HEA 

Cost with Cost with Cost with 
Corrected 

Corrected Area & 
ACE Table 8 Area Cost/Acre 

Total mitigation area (acres) 

required to offset impacts 19.49 51.16 51.16 
Cost per Acre $588,524 $588,524 $1,225,000 
Coral Relocation $8,662,380 $8,662,380 $8,662,380 
(Not more than 12,235 colonies) 
(included above) 

Total Mitigation Cost $20,132,713 $38,771,267.84 $71,333,380.00 

In the DEIS Appendix E Cost Analysis, the last column of Table 8 presents an area of 19.49 acres 
of mitigation multiplied by a cost of $588,524 per acre plus $8,662,380 for a total cost of 
$20,132,713. This is shown above in Table 2 in column 1. 

With proper HEA inputs of the Alternate HEA, the mitigation area should be 51.16 acres. Using 
the ACE cost estimate $588, 524 per acre plus $8,662,380, the revised total cost is: 
$38,771,268. 

The Cost/Acre figure of $588, 524 in the ACE DEIS Cost Estimate Table 8 provided for boulder 
mitigation and coral transplants is not justified. This figure stands in stark contrast to the 
cost/acres of other and similar options which are $1.2M. Without justification, the $588, 524 
number appears artificially deflated. Instead, using the $1,225,000 cost /r acre estimate 
provided in Table 8 for essentially the same mitigation (boulders with coral transplants placed 
on top of tires), the total cost is $71,333,380.! 

It should be noted that the DEIS stated the cost of the NOAA NMFS mitigation recommendation 
is estimated to cost approximately $35.6M to $42.3M (including risk contingencies). Hence the 
NOAA NMFS plan is significantly less than the ACE plan had it been correctly calculated. 
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Indirect Impact Mitigation Calculations 

The DEIS in Appendix E2 and in the Cost Estimate say that amount of mitigation (and hence the 
costs) for indirect Impacts will not be calculated prior to construction. Surveys will be taken 
after construction to determine the amount of impact and this will be used to determine the 
amount of mitigation. The ACE then takes an inconsistent approach and in fact estimates 
indirect impact and potential direct impact. 

In DEIS Appendix E2, the ACE HEA Scenario 1 includes direct impact from the Anchors and 
Cables that may be needed depending on the type of dredge as well as the indirect from 
sedimentation and turbidity. It also includes the direct impact from the Channel Wall as well as 
the indirect from sedimentation/turbidity. In the Cost Estimate, however, the impact from 
Anchors and Cables is excluded. 

There are several problems with this approach. 

First the Anchors and Chains impact should be included as a contingency. The ACE has had 
enough experience with dredging to be able to reasonable include a probability factor about 
the kind of dredge to be used. The amount of Anchor and Chair mitigation as shown in Table 17 
of Appendix E2 is large (7.83 acres) and would be even larger if calculated with the correct 
inputs. The ACE has inexplicably considered the impact on the footprints to be only 50%. It 
would likely be 50% with complete removal of all living organisms. A more correct 100% injury 
as well as the other inputs used in the Alternate HEA (3% discount rate, proper equivalence of 
boulders to natural reef) should have been used to calculated possibly needed mitigation. 

Second the impacts associated with sedimentation and turbidity have been predicted by the 
ACE to be miniscule (2%) and only to last 3 years. The dredging itself is predicted by the ACE to 
last up to 5 years. There is likely to be injury associated with the sedimentation and turbidity, it 
will not instantly be healed upon cessation. There will be lasting effects. Hence the migitation 
for these categories is substantially underestimated. The DEIS uses too low of an estimate of 
impact (2%) and recovery time (3 years) for their HEA. These estimates should be revised 
upwards (e.g on the order of 15% and 50 years) to be more accurate and thus to provide for 
contingency funds for mitigating likely indirect impacts. 

The ACE state the amounts of indirect impacts will be determined by post-construction 
monitoring and these will determine the amount of mitigation. However, it is unclear if the 
DEIS cost estimate includes sufficient amounts of funds to be available if for mitigation if 
needed. 
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An accurate estimate of the amount of direct impacts of Anchor and Cables and indirect 
impacts of sedimentation and turbidity should be conducted so that accurate costs can be 
determined and contingency funds made available to secure additional mitigation if needed. 

Support for NOAA mitigation plan 

The DEIS Appendix E2 includes “5.2.3 Preferred Reef Mitigation Alternative 2 (NMFS-Developed 
Plan)’ 

NOAA NMFS has been a cooperating agency with USACE for development of the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and has independently estimated that the tentatively selected plan 
impact. NOAA NMFS recommends mitigating these impacts by propagating coral colonies at in-
water and land-based nurseries and then outplanting the colonies to suitable recipient sites in 
Broward County’s offshore waters. NMFS estimated that this approach would require 
approximately 20 years to complete and would cost approximately $35.6M to $42.3M 
(including risk contingencies). This cost is less than the ACE plan when the ACE plan calculated 
correctly. 

NOAA NMFS’s recommendation is preferable to the ACE plan and is based on successful and 
scientifically valid coral propagation and enhancement programs in Atlantic and Caribbean 
waters, including those of the project area, Broward County. 

The plan involves establishing a stock coral population in on-land and off-shore nurseries. The 
physical and genetic origin of each coral will be tracked to ensure that both nursery and 
outplanting operations are scientifically responsible. Regular maintenance will be performed on 
nursery structures and the corals. When nursery corals have grown to an appropriate size for 
high probability of survival on natural reefs (e.g., usually requires 12 to 18 months), the corals 
will be outplanted. 

Species to propagate and outplant will include staghorn coral and other species based on 
findings from recent coral restoration studies, historical survey data, and results of monitoring. 

Recipient sites would include those to maximizes likelihood of survival and minimize risk from 
human disturbances. 

NOAA will also include replacement of lost 3-dimensionality using corals and artificial reefs in 
their plan. 

In addition to eventually establishing those colonies on recipient sites, NOAA NMFS assumes 
that additional coral translocation will occur as an impact minimization measure and that such 
costs will be included in the budget for minimization. 
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The NOAA program including coral propagation and outplanting program is based on existing 
NMFS coral recovery programs, partnership with local resource agencies (e.g., FDEP), academic 
institutions (e.g., NSUOC), and others in Florida. The alternative is designed to maximize the 
chances of successful coral reproduction; larval transport; settling and colonization areas; and 
genetic mixing. The proposal is consistent with the NMFS Acropora Recovery Strategy (under 
development) and for other coral species proposed to be listed under the Endangered Species 
Act. 

NOAA should be given responsibility for impact analysis, determination of mitigation type and 
amount, and implementation of the resultant program. 

Inaccuracies and Inconsistencies: 

The Abstract results of the main DEIS is not consistent with those presented in DEIS Appendix 
E2. 

The Appendix E2 HEA inputs are inconsistent with the HEA inputs of the Appendix E Cost plan. 

Indirect Impact Monitoring 

Monitoring for determination of the extent of indirect impacts is insufficient to accurately 
determine effects. The proposed sampling design presented is sketchy and does not provide a 
power analysis that will allow determination of sample size needed to detect differences of 
various amounts. 

Battelle 

P 4 of the DEIS states”... the outcomes presented in this report were calculated with input 
values selected by USA CE in consultation with DC&A. DC&A, in associated with the Battelle 
Memorial Institute, developed these input values for these HEAs using peer-reviewed scientific 
literature, ...“ 

There is no reference given to Battelle contribution. Battelle did review the Corps mitigation 
plan and found issues with Corps choice of parameters. 

Time for recovery 

P4 Corps states” For the purpose of the Port Everglades HEA, the method employed by the 
Corps uses a Landscape HEA with stony corals as the representative proxy for the entire habitat 
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affected. While stony coral coverage is <1% in the project footprint and vicinity (Gilliam eta!. 
2004, DC&A 2008), we did not use a proportional analysis to calculate the coral impacts. 
Instead, the losses are calculated as the amount of time it would take for the slowest-growing 
members of the ecosystem, in this case the stony corals, to recover to baseline, for the entire 
project footprint.” 

This is worth noting for discussion of recovery rates. The ACE has used 50 years for direct 
impacts and for the compensatory action (boulders) to reach maturity. These time estimates 
are likely underestimated given the age of oldest corals in the vicinity in excess of 100 years. 
100 years for recovery is preferred. 

Counting Avoidance Minimization as Mitigation 

The Corps is assigning their 50 year recovery rate to boulders by including a factor due to 
transplantation of corals from the impact area to them. In the Cost Estimate a time of 30 years 
to maturity (100% is assigned that persists to 50 years. 

This time reduction is inappropriate. The first step in impact analysis is avoidance and 
minimization. Avoiding impact by removing corals from the impact site minimizes impact. As 
an example, one way to determine the reduction of injury impact would be to calculate the 
total number of corals that would be killed from the Direct Impacts to the Outer and Middle 
Reefs. 

Corals 
Killed 

DEIS with no 
Appendix E2 removal 

Middle Reef Corals 10,801.0 
Outer Reef Corals 89,943.0 
Total 100,744.0 

Corals to 
be 

DEIS Cost Estimate Removed 

Mid & Outer Reefs 12,235.0 

% impact reduction 12.14% 
Using information from the DEIS Appendix E2, the total number to be killed is 100,744. The 
DEIS Cost estimate indicates up to 12,235 would be removed. Thus this would be a 12% 
reduction of impact. 
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Even if the translocated corals are used for reduction of time to maturity for the ACE choice of 
mitigation, such credit for discussion purposes at the Core groups meetings was only 10 years. 

For a conservative approach, assume that the correct recovery rate is 75 years. Taking off 10 
years for the contribution to recovery rate would be a recovery period of 65 years. This was 
used as a reasonable assumption by the Core Group. 

It is telling that the DEIS uses 50 years in Appendix E2 and 30 years in the Cost Estimate. This 
gives the appearance of juggling the recovery figures as HEA inputs to minimize HEA outputs. 
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I. Master Plan — STIMkTEj) MITIGATION 
- CREDIT FOR WSST LAKE PROJECT 

Size 
(Acres) 

Project Relative 
Functional 
Cain (RFG) 

Mitigation 
Credit (TO) 

Management 
Items 

A. Physical Habitat Alteration 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Structural habitat along the 
Intracoestal waterway ICWW 
MaRqv potEctløn aM 
enhoement-b ipp,iacement 
Supplemental structural habitat 
along Dania cut-off Canal 

Manve protctlon by ripra 

1.9 

21 

2.0 

8 G 

Structure/ 
fill 

Inhancememt 

Structure! 
fill 

Ebbancement 2 

2A 

5 Nuisance/Exotic Plant Control 9.4 Enhancement 0.11 0.92 

6 

6 

Spoil island and exotic 
upland areas conversion 

a,grov 

dominated 

2 Creatior 

6b 

-____

6c 

Mud Flat/tide pool 

Channel 

7.0 

8.6 
CreatiOn 0.65 10.14 

Gd 8.0 Creation 0.16 1.28 

te Maritime Hammock 13.4 Creation 0.23 3.08 

7 Mangrove criii* 

Cutoff Canal (oalb wate 
B. Land Acquisition (within existig 

park) 

1 Outparcel Acquisition 

-

CzeLi — 0 2 
— 

0 42 

2 Vacate utility easements 

3 Vacate FIND easements 

T otPaECL-Aàqui3itioñ iQ13sr 
fEROIET’AREAS 

[ C. Habitat Improvements 

i Creation of Mantee Protection 
R re as 

is Seagrass/manatee ro 
I_ i eek (WC) 
lb grass/manateero 

a 

-

9.0 

21 0 
Preserv, 0.03 1.0 

agr 

ra 

2 

3 

Enhance/protect bird nesting, and 
feeding habitat 
Establishment of Osprey towers A 

4 

5 

0. 

Mud flat/tide pool creation from 
Erazilian pepper areas in Dania 
Salt Marsh 
Protect/preserve sea oxeye fields 
from exotic icvasion 

Hydrologic Improvements 

10.0 Enhz-amect 0.22 2.20 

1 

2 

Dania Salt Marsh (DSM)/fiushing 
channel improvements 
Desilt existing culverts 

1 t;-r 1.22 0.77 — 

3 

4 

E. 

Increase number of or upsize 
culvert a 

Desilting channels/ongoing 
maintenance dredging 

Miscellaneous Improvements 

x 

x 

1 rnove the merges at Whsseyre 0 5 - — 0 08 0.04 agrass 

TOTAL 174.30
 

)Cdt 20.
 — 

2 .22 

Other Mitigation Credits 17.45 

assMitigatipn— 

—USA,myCorpl 
of Engintors. 

File # SAJ-2002-72(IP-LAO) 

This refers to the Corp’s file)ATTACHMENT6 (NOTE: 
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Seagrass UMAM data done by transect numbers 

Landscape
 
PE.-8 8
-

PE 10 less connectivity, smaller bed less fish and wildlife service benefits. Landscape -

score 6— 

PE-1 8-

P34 Landscape 8— 

PE 33 Landscape 6— 

P35 Landscape 6(lumped with PEIO)— 

P32 (0.acres) Landscape 6 (lumped with PE1O) *2
— 

PE24/PE25 (0.6 acres) Halodue wrightii; sparse coverage Landscape 8- — — 

PE-19 Johnsonii bed .05 acres very small; next to John U Lloyd park —6— —-

PE-17 .13 acres/.05 acres larger bed mixed species; higher community level 7— - — 

PE-12, 13, 14, 15 .84 bed; larger bed; across from Westlake park —8. Health dense 
beds; high contiguous 
D16—7 

Water
 
Water area #1
 
Transects #8, 10, 1, 35, 34, 35 Water score —7
- — 

Water area #2
 
Transects #33, 32 Water Score 8
- — — 

Water area #3 — 

Transects #25, 24, 19, 17— Water Score —6 

Water area #4 -

Transect— 12, 13, 14, 15—Water Score —8 

Water area #5 Dania CutOff Canal— 

Transect D 16 Water Score 6— — 

water quality changes every 6 hours.... In and out every 6 hours. Poor water quality— 

followed by good water quality.
 
Sand bottom is a limiting factor; light is major limiting factor.
 

Community Structure -

Jocelyn completely disagrees with the way this section was scored, will formally address 
PE-8 Sparse bed 4— — 

PE-lO 3-4% coverage; not as much diversity; solitary shoots w/no coverage —2— 

PE-1, 2, 3 10% coverage; abundance is .3 (impact area); solitary blades.... Center of— 

bed is 5% with edges very sparse 3— 

PE-35 1% coverage —2 (just like 10)— 

PE-34 25% coverage johnsonii —just under 5% density —7.— 

http:acres/.05


PE 33 no grass found in the quadrats 2— 

—PE 32 higher coverage than PE 35 22% quadrants and 1.75% numerous shoots 5— — 

25% cover—4 
PE 24-25 Halodule wrightii; few shoots, ¼ to 1/8 coverage 3— — 

PE-19 no grass found in quadrats —2— 

PE- 17—5
 
PE 12, 13, 14, 15—8 (bed across channel from 12, 13, 14, 15)
— 

D16 2-



 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

       
  

  
   

 

 
 
 

 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

Richard B. Russell Federal Building 


75 Spring Street, S.W.
 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 


ER 13/0465 
9043.1 

August 13, 2013 

Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 

Re: 	 Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Port Everglades 
 Harbor Navigation Improvements; Broward County, Florida 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for Port Everglades Harbor Navigation Improvements in Broward County, 
Florida. We have no comments at this time. 

If you have questions or need additional information, I can be reached at (404) 331-4524 or via 
email at joyce_stanley@ios.doi.gov. 

      Sincerely,

      Joyce  Stanley,  MPA
      Regional Environmental Protection Specialist 

cc: 	 Jerry Ziewitz – FWS 
Gary Lecain - USGS 
Anita Barnett – NPS 
Chester McGhee – BIA 

 OEPC – WASH 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
 
South Florida Ecological Services Office
 

1339 20th Street
 
Vero Beach, Florida 32960
 

August20, 2013 

Alan M. Dodd 
District Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Post Office Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

Service Federal Activity Code: 2007-FA-1548 
Project: Port Everglades Harbor Navigational 

Improvements 
County: Broward 

Dear Colonel Dodd: 

In accordance with the Fiscal Year 2003 Transfer Fund Agreement between the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Service provided 
to the Corps a draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) report in March 2005, for the 
Port Everglades Harbor navigation project (Port Project), Broward County, Florida. This draft 
report was provided in accordance with the FWCA of 1958, as amended (48 Stat.401; 16 U.S.C. 
661 et seq.) and under the provisions of section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (Act) (87 Stat. 884; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), to provide an evaluation of environmental 
effects of navigation improvements to Port Everglades. The Service concluded implementation 
of the recommended project plan may impact fish and wildlife resources directly and indirectly 
as a result of dredging and/or blasting activities. The fish and wildlife resources likely to be 
directly and indirectly affected included seagrass, low relief hardbottom, high relief coral reefs, 
rocklrubble habitat, and shallow sandy bottom habitat. 

The Service provided extensive recommendations in the 2005 draft FWCA report to further 
minimize or avoid possible adverse effects of the Port Project on fish and wildlife resources. 
Specifically, the Service suggested the following to compensate for the temporal loss of function 
and value of the impacted habitats: 

1.	 Increase the mitigation ratio (e.g., to 3:1) for mangroves if the 8.48 acres in the
 
conservation easement cannot be avoided;
 

2.	 Increase the mitigation ratio for impacted seagrass habitat from 1:1 to 3:1 for a total of 
15 acres; 

3.	 Develop a Seagrass Monitoring Plan that contains success criteria that are consistent with 
Fonseca et al. (1998); 
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4.	 Create a 51-acre mitigation reef to compensate for direct impacts to high and low relief 
hardbottom reef habitat; 

5.	 Provide adequate mitigation for the temporal loss of function and value associated with 
the low relief hardbottom habitat located within the previously dredged channels, 
particularly the channel walls; 

6.	 Continue to seek alternative methods to mitigate for reef impacts through the Port
 
Everglades Reef Group; and
 

7.	 Develop a comprehensive (pre, during, and post project) environmental monitoring 
program to verify that project impacts occurred within the levels anticipated and to 
ensure that the mitigation areas are performing to a level where habitat replacement 
values are maintained. 

In addition, the Service recommended inclusion of the following items in the project plan to 
further minimize and reduce potential adverse effects of blasting on listed species: 

1.	 The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) and Service must 
review a blasting proposal prior to any blasting activities. The blasting proposal must 
include information concerning a watch program and details of the blasting events. This 
information must be submitted in writing at least 30 days prior to the proposed date of the 
blast(s) to the FWC, OES-BPS, 620 South Meridian Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399
1600 and to the Service’s South Florida Ecological Services Office, 1339 20th Street, 
Vero Beach, Florida 32960. At a minimum, the proposal should include the following 
information: 

Ia.	 A list of observers, qualifications, and positions for the watch, including a map 
depicting the proposed locations for the boat or land-based observers; and 

lb.	 The amount of explosive charge proposed, the explosive charge’s equivalency 
in TNT, how it will be executed (depth of drilling, in-water, etc.), a drawing 
depicting the placement of the charges, size of the safety radius and how it will 
be marked (also depicted on a map), tide tables for the blasting event(s), and 
time tables (days and times) for blasting event(s); 

2.	 A formal watch coordination meeting must be held at least 2 days prior to the first blast 
event. Attendants should include the designated observers, construction contractors, 
demolition subcontractors, and other interested parties such as the Service, FWC, and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NOAA Fisheries). All participants will be informed about the possible presence of 
manatees, dolphins, sea turtles, or whales in nearshore areas, and that civil or criminal 
penalties can result from harassment, injury, and/or death of a listed species; 

3.	 The watch program should begin at least 1 hour prior to the scheduled start of blasting to 
identify the possible presence of manatees, dolphins, sea turtles, or whales, if applicable. 
The watch program shall continue until at least 0.5 hour after detonations are completed; 
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4.	 The watch program shall consist of a minimum of six observers. Each observer shall be 
equipped with a two-way radio that shall be dedicated exclusively to the watch program. 
Extra radios should be available in case of failures. All of the observers shall be in close 
communication with the blasting subcontractor in order to halt the blast event if the need 
arises. If all observers do not have working radios and cannot contact the primary 
observer and the blasting subcontractor during the pre-blast watch, the blast shall be 
postponed until all observers are in radio contact. Observers will be equipped with 
polarized sunglasses, binoculars, a red flag for backup visual communication, and a 
sighting log with a map to record sightings. All blasting events will be weather 
dependent. Climatic conditions must be suitable for optimal viewing conditions, as 
determined by the observers; 

5.	 The watch program shall include a continuous aerial survey to be conducted by 
aircraft.The event shall be halted if an animal(s) is spotted within 300 feet of the 
perimeter of the safety zone or the danger zone as defined by the Corps in their project 
description. An “all-clear” signal must be obtained from the aerial observer before 
detonation can occur. The blasting event shall be halted immediately upon request of any 
of the observers. If animals are sighted, the blast event shall not take place until the 
animal(s) move out of the area under their own volition. Animals shall not be herded 
away or harassed into leaving. Specifically, the animal must not be intentionally 
approached by project watercraft. if the animal(s) is not sighted a second time, the event 
may resume 30 minutes after the last sighting; 

6.	 The observers and contractors shall evaluate any problems encountered during blasting 
events and logistical solutions shall be presented to the Service and the FWC. 
Corrections to the watch shall be made prior to the next blasting event. If any one of the 
aforementioned conditions is not met prior to or during the blasting, the watch observers 
shall have the authority to terminate the blasting event until resolution can be reached 
with the Service and FWC; 

7.	 if an injured or dead marine mammal or sea turtle is sighted after the blast event, the 
watch observers shall contact the Service at 772-562-3909 and the FWC through the 
Manatee Hotline at 1-888-404-3922. The observers shall maintain contact with the 
injured or dead marine mammal or sea turtle until authorities arrive. Blasting shall be 
postponed until the Service and FWC can determine the cause of injury or mortality. If 
blasting injuries are documented, all demolition activities shall cease. A revised plan 
shall then be submitted to the Service and FWC for approval; and 

8.	 Within 14 days after completion of all blasting events, the primary observer shall submit 
a report to the Service and FWC providing a description of the event, number and 
location of animals seen and what actions were taken when the animals were seen. Any 
problems associated with the events and suggestions for improvements shall also be 
documented in the report. 
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Since the 2005 draft FWCA report was completed, the Port Project has been modified as outlined 
in the Corps’ June 28, 2013, Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
(Figures 1 and 2). Modifications to the proposed project under the current Tentatively Selected 
Plan (TSP) include: 

1.	 Extending the Outer Entrance Channel (OEC) 2,200 feet seaward with an 800-foot width, 
and deepening the existing 500-foot wide OEC from 45 to 55 feet; 

2.	 Deepening the Inner Entrance Channel from 42 to 48 feet; 

3.	 Deepening the Main Turning Basin (MTB) from 42 to 48 feet; 

4.	 Widening the rectangular shoal region southeast of the MTB by approximately 300 feet 
and deepening it to 48 feet; 

5.	 Widening the Southport Access Channel (SAC) in the proximity of berths 23 to 26 (the 
knuckle) by approximately 250 feet and relocating the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) facility, 
a General Navigation Feature (GNF), easterly on USCG property; 

6.	 Shifting the existing 400-foot wide SAC approximately 65 feet to the east near berth 26 
to the south end of berth 29 to transition from the knuckle area widening to the existing 
Federal channel limits; 

7.	 Deepening the SAC from approximately berth 23 to the south end of berth 32 from 
42 to 48 feet; 

8.	 Deepening the Turning Notch (TN), including the Port Authority planned expansion, 
from 42 to 48 feet, with nearby widening including: widening the eastern edge of the 
SAC 100 feet along a 1,845-foot stretch parallel to the SAC, and widening the western 
edge of the SAC for access to the TN from the existing Federal channel near the south 
end of berth 29 to a width of approximately 130 feet at the north edge of the TN; 

9.	 Other GNFs; and 

10. Environmental mitigation. 

Construction will be accomplished through a combination of traditional dredging methods and 
the use of explosives inshore and offshore. Unconsolidated and consolidated material generated 
during dredging will be deposited within approved offshore and/or upland disposal sites. 
Expansion of the offshore Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS) is required, and 
analysis for selecting an ODMDS footprint is currently underway. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

This section is provided in accordance with the FWCA of 1958, as amended (48 Stat. 401; 
16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) to address other fish and wildlife resources in the project area. 
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Seagrasses 

The Corps estimates a total of 4.01 acres of seagrass (3.57 acres of Johnson’s seagrass 
[Halophila johnsoniil and 0.44 acre of other seagrass), and 1.16 acres of mangroves will be 
impacted as a result of the Port Project. As compensation for these impacts, the Corps evaluated 
three mitigation alternatives for functions of seagrass habitats lost due to the implementation of 
the TSP, but only one alternative was feasible based in part on the Incremental Cost Analysis. 
Following detailed analyses and cost assessments, the Corps proposes the following: 

1.	 To use 1 mangrove and 2.4 seagrass functional units from an on-going habitat
 
enhancement and restoration project at West Lake Park (WLP).
 

The WLP project includes previously permitted restoration, enhancement, and preservation of like 
habitats in this County-operated, State-owned natural area located to the south of the Port Project. 
The WLP project does not comprise a mitigation bank, and its use for mitigation is not available 
for purchase by the public or private entities. Credits (units of increased ecological functional 
value) compiled in association with the existing WLP permit (for restoration/enhancement 
activities) are specifically limited for use as mitigation for Broward County projects (and further, 
specifically the Port Project and airport expansions). Broward County (the local sponsor) will 
bear the responsibility for construction, monitoring, and success of mitigation at WLP. The 
estimated costs for mangrove wetland enhancements and seagrass restoration WLP are 
$238,000 and $4.84M, respectively. 

Hardbottom reef habitat 

The Corps estimates that a total of 15.23 acres of hardbottom reef habitat will be impacted due to 
implementation of the TSP. As compensation for these impacts, the Corps evaluated nine potential 
mitigation alternatives to offset unavoidable impacts to reefs and hardbottom habitats. Of those 
nine alternatives, four were found to be feasible and subjected to an Incremental Cost Analysis. 
Only one preferred alternative was determined to be cost-effective. 

Where restoration and enhancement of reef resources are not available for use as mitigation, 
hardbottom creation has traditionally been offered (in this geographic area and where similar 
habitats are affected) as compensation for impacted habitats and lost ecosystem functions. The 
preferred alternative consists of the following: 

1.	 Creation of approximately 12.57 acres of high-profile, artificial reef habitat to mitigate 
for the direct removal of approximately 10.10 acres of complex, high-profile, linear and 
spur/groove reef habitat; and 

2.	 Creation of 6.92 acres of low-profile hardbottom to mitigate for the direct removal of 
approximately 5.07 acres of less complex, low-profile hardbottom habitat (colonized 
pavement). 

Based on pre- and postconstruction monitoring, additional mitigation may be provided due to 
any detectable, incidental, direct impacts of dredging equipment and indirect impacts on 
hardbottom habitats due to turbidity and sedimentation. 
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For the preferred alternative for reef/hardbottom mitigation, the configuration of artificial reef 
materials will resemble, in profile and in functionality, to the maximum extent practicable, those 
habitats impacted. Since new reef impacts would take place at water depths of approximately 
40 to 45 feet (middle reef terrace) and 50 to 55 feet (outer reef terrace) for the proposed channel 
expansion, the Corps has suggested these two depth zones be used as mitigation sites to achieve 
in-kind mitigation. The use of in-kind mitigation immediately adjacent to the impact site is one 
of the major benefits to this mitigation alternative. Also, the amount of high-relief reef and low-
relief hardbottom could be created in proportion to the impacted sites, unlike many of the other 
mitigation options examined by the Corps. The Corps examined the mitigation reefs associated 
with the Port of Miami expansion in 1993 (the last deepwater port expansion with mitigation 
creation available for assessment) to determine if the mitigation reefs provided similar habitats, 
species assemblages, and functions as the impact area. After 7 years, it was determined the 
mitigation reefs (without any transplants of corals to the mitigation reefl did provide similar 
habitats, species assemblages, and functions. Other benefits of this mitigation option include the 
relative stability (on the seafloor) of quarried or dredged limestone/rock; relative ease of 
construction; and relative low cost. 

The preferred alternative involves the deployment of limestone that has either been quarried and 
transported to the mitigation area, or dredged from the channel construction areas. The piles will 
be configured into rows that are parallel to the existing reef tracts. Two layers of boulders will 
comprise these piles, given a vertical dimension of approximately 6 to 8 feet of relief. Low-
relief areas will comprise only one layer of boulders. Similar structures will be constructed near 
the Port of Miami in 2013. Based on outcomes from that effort, the Corps will be able to 
improve on design and material specifications for Port Project mitigation. 

The interval required to reach substantial functional productivity of this alternative is estimated 
to be 30 to 50 years. However, with the transplantation of corals from the impact site to the rock 
reef infrastructure, the interval may be shortened to 23 to 30 years. As proposed, coral colonies 
greater than 4 inches in diameter (up to 12,235 colonies) and free of disease and boring sponge 
would be translocated from the impact area to the mitigation sites, which would be prepared in 
advance of dredging. 

The total estimated cost for this alternative, including the cost of coral translocation, is estimated 
at $20.13M. 

The NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Regional Office, a cooperating agency with the Corps for 
development of the EIS, independently estimated that the TSP would impact 137.83 acres of 
coral, coral reef, and hardbottom (20.34 acres of coral reef in the channel and 117.49 acres of 
coral reef located outside the channel). In May 2013, NOAA Fisheries recommended that the 
Corps consider mitigating these impacts by propagating coral colonies at in-water and land-based 
nurseries and then outplanting the colonies to suitable recipient sites in Broward County’s 
offshore waters. NOAA Fisheries estimated that this approach would require approximately 
20 years to complete and would cost approximately $35.6M to $42.3M (including risk 
contingencies). 
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NOAA Fisheries’ recommendation is based on successful coral propagation and enhancement 
programs in Atlantic and Caribbean waters. Scientific based practices for nursery propagation, 
outplanting and monitoring have been developed and used by coral nursery managers in the 
Florida Keys, Broward County, Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, and other Caribbean islands to 
reproduce Acropoi-a spp. asexually. Typically, small fragments less than 2 inches in diameter 
are collected from the reef and held in an underwater or tank-based nursery environment through 
their juvenile life-stage. Offshore nurseries are sited based on a number of factors, including: 
habitat feasibility, water quality conditions, potential for future impacts, and permitting status 
and considerations. Once the stock nursery population is established, no more coral is collected 
from natural reef communities. The physical and genetic origin of each coral is tracked from 
fragment collection to ensure that both nursery and outplanting operations are done in a 
scientifically responsible manner. Regular maintenance is performed on nursery structures and 
the corals themselves to ensure all are free of coral competitors and predators. Once coral 
fragments have grown to a size where the probability of survival on natural reefs has increased to 
an acceptable level (this usually requires 12 to 18 months), the corals are outplanted. Decisions 
regarding which species to propagate and outplant, and the relative percent-cover, or relative 
population densities among all species, would be based on findings from the most recent coral 
restoration studies, historical survey data, and results of ongoing monitoring throughout the project 
area. Additionally, outplant recipient sites would be selected using a strategy that maximizes 
likelihood of outplant survival while minimizing risk from natural and human disturbances. 

Using “resource-to-resource” equivalency analysis, NOAA Fisheries estimated that 195,000 to 
250,000 corals need to be outplanted from nurseries to offset the impacts to coral from 
expanding the OEC. These costs are reflected in the budget for this alternative. In addition to 
eventually establishing those colonies on recipient sites, NOAA Fisheries also assumes that 
additional coral translocation will occur as an impact minimization measure (such costs are not 
included in the budget for this mitigation alternative). These include the following: 

1.	 Relocation of all corals listed under the Act from impact areas, regardless of size; 

2.	 Relocation of a subset of massive corals and all corals proposed to be listed under the Act 
that are 2 inches in diameter or larger; and 

3.	 Relocation of all other corals greater than 4 inches in diameter. 

The proposed coral propagation and outplanting program is based on existing NOAA Fisheries 
coral recovery programs that support the implementation of projects such as this in partnership 
with local resource agencies (e.g., Florida Department of Environmental Protection [DEP)), 
academic institutions (e.g., Nova Southeastern University Oceanographic Center [NSUOC]), and 
other coral restoration partners in Florida. One benefit of this alternative is that it is designed to 
maximize the chances of successful natural coral reproduction, larval transport, settling and 
colonization into new areas, and genetic mixing required for survival and recovery of the species. 
Furthermore, this proposal is consistent with the NOAA Fisheries Acroj,ora Recovery Strategy 
(under development) and other coral conservation priorities for coral species that have been 
proposed to be listed under the Act. Should this alternative be selected, it will undergo full 
Corps review, and meet all Corps policy requirements. 
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In addition to NOAA Fisheries’ preferred reef mitigation alternative outlined above, other 
discrepancies in the Corps’ preferred reef mitigation alternative have been documented. 
Dr. Brian Walker (NSUOC) prepared a technical review of the coral reef mapping presented in 
the Corps’ final draft ETS. In particular, he outlined discrepancies in the Corps’ spatial analysis, 
direct/indirect impacts analysis, and data integrity. Furthermore, Dr. Walker concluded the final 
draft EIS did not address cumulative impacts to hardbottom reef habitat. In addition, Dr. Richard 
Dodge (NSUOC) prepared a technical review of the Corps’ Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) 
and summarized his comments as follows: 

1.	 The Corps used incorrect areas of impact, including those areas directly impacted below 
the 57-foot dredging depth; 

2.	 The Corps used an inappropriate zero percent discount rate in its “modified” HEA. The 
HEA is an economic model and not intended to be used with a zero discount rate; 

3.	 The Corps’ choice of mitigation using boulders with coral transplants will not provide 
services upon maturity equivalent to those of the natural reef; 

4.	 The HEA inputs and results in Appendix E2 of the Corps’ final draft ETS are not the same 
as those of the Cost Analysis; 

5.	 Many of the final draft EIS HEA input parameters used by the Corps are not supported by 
the best available science; 

6.	 The inputs chosen by the Corps for their HEAs underestimate the amount of mitigation 
required; 

7.	 An Alternate HEA has been developed using corrected direct impact areas for the outer 
and middle reefs to include the area below 57 feet, 3 percent discount rate and corrected 
equivalence that boulders upon maturity reach 50 percent of services of the natural reef; 

8.	 The Corps’ final draft EIS HEA for Scenario 2 in Appendix E Cost Analysis E2 of the 
Corps’ final draft EIS, requires 32 acres less mitigation than the more correct Alternate HEA; 

9.	 Corps project mitigation costs are significantly underestimated using the underestimated 
mitigation amount; 

10. There is no justification given for using a much smaller figure concerning the cost per 
acre of boulders with transplants outlined in Table 9 of the Cost Estimate; 

11. The Corps’ plan lacks input from their independent technical review performed by 
Battelle Memorial Institute; 

12.	 The NOAA Fisheries recomnended mitigation program is scientifically valid and preferred; 

13. The NOAA Fisheries recommended mitigation program is more cost efficient than the 
Corps version, had the Corps calculated their HEA with correct inputs; and 

14. The NOAA Fisheries should be given responsibility for impact analysis, determination of 
mitigation type and amount, and implementation of the resultant program. 
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Based on the discrepancies outlined above, the Service recommends the Corps mitigate in 
concert with the NOAA Fisheries’ preferred reef mitigation alternative plan, if the plan is found 
to be legally sufficient, in order to resolve these issues and provide maximum protection of all 
fish and wildlife resources. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The Corps determined that the project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the 
federally endangered West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus), endangered American 
crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), endangered green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), threatened 
loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), endangered Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys 
kempii), endangered hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata), and endangered leatherback 
sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea). 

American crocodile 

The American crocodile is a State and federally listed species. The current range of the species 
in the southeastern United States includes coastal and estuarine habitats in the extreme southern 
Florida peninsula, including Broward County. Females nest primarily on northern Key Largo 
and from Florida Bay to Turkey Point. Nesting begins in March and extends until late April or 
early May. Approximately 90 days following fertilization, eggs are buried in sand or marl nests 
adjacent to deep water. Adult crocodiles feed at night on schooling fish in creeks, open water, 
and deep channels, and are also known to eat crabs, raccoons, and water birds. At least 
one crocodile is known to occur within WLP and one other may be present (Ricardo Zambrano, 
FWC, email, November 7, 2003). However, nesting has not been confirmed in WLP. 

The Corps has determined the proposed expansion and deepening of the Port Everglades Harbor 
as described in the TSP “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the endangered 
American crocodile. Possible adverse effects to this species during construction include injury, 
mortality, or harassment, which may affect the life history of these species as a result of dredging 
and/or blasting activities. 

The TSP includes implementation of protection measures designed to minimize possible adverse 
effects to frequently observed listed species such as the West Indian manatee and sea turtles; 
these provisions will also protect the American crocodile. Therefore, the Service concurs with 
the Corps’ determination as it relates to adults, hatchlings, and/or juveniles of the American 
crocodile during dredging or blasting operations adjacent to WLP. 

Sea turtles 

The Service and the NOAA Fisheries share Federal jurisdiction for sea turtles under the Act. 
The Service has the responsibility for sea turtles on the nesting beaches and the NOAA Fisheries 
has jurisdiction for sea turtles in the marine environment. Our analysis will only address 
activities that may impact nesting sea turtles, their nests and eggs, and hatchlings as they emerge 
from the nest and crawl to the sea. NOAA Fisheries will assess and consult with the Corps 
concerning potential impacts to sea turtles in the marine environment. For further information 
on Act compliance with the NOAA Fisheries, please contact Ms. Cathy Tortorici, Chief of the 
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Interagency Cooperation Branch, by e-mail at cathy.tortorici@noaa.gov or by phone at 
727-209-5953. In addition, the Corps will assess and consult with the NOAA Fisheries 
concerning potential impacts to foraging and swimming sea turtles, and all other marine species 
under their jurisdiction within the action area. 

Beaches along John U. Lloyd State Recreational Area provide nesting habitat for federally listed 
sea turtles. In addition, other resources comprise important habitats for sea turtles. Removal of 
sections of hardbottom, reef, and seagrass habitats will eliminate potential foraging habitat for 
juvenile and adult sea turtles and refugia for hatchlings. Also, dredge activities and associated 
disturbances (noise, lights, etc.) offshore may interrupt the movement of turtles swimming 
toward or away from nesting beaches to the north or south. Specifically, the highest potential 
impact to sea turtles may result from the use of explosives to breakldislodge rock substrates in 
offshore channels. Threshold lethal pressures for sea turtles are probably similar to those of 
marine mammals (Corps 2000). Therefore, sea turtles in the immediate vicinity of any 
detonation site would likely be killed, and individuals existing within 400-600 feet of the blast 
would likely suffer injury. 

Another possible element of the action that may affect sea turtles is the presence of light and/or 
noise from construction/dredging vessels anchored offshore. These factors may interrupt the 
movement of adult, nesting, female sea turtles swimming toward or away from nesting beaches, 
and may cause disorientation of hatchlings following emergence. Artificial lighting can be 
detrimental to sea turtles in several ways. Field observations have shown reduced sea turtle 
nesting on lighted beaches. Adult females rely on visual brightness cues to find their way back 
to the ocean after nesting and those turtles that nest on lighted beaches may be disoriented by 
artificial lights and have difficulty finding their way back to the ocean. Beachfront lighting has 
an even more profound effect on hatchling sea turtles. Under natural conditions, hatchlings, 
which typically emerge from nests at night, move toward the br ghtest, most open horizon, which 
is over the ocean. However, when bright light sources are visible on the beach, they attract 
hatchlings in the wrong direction, resulting in an increased risk of death or injury because they 
are more vulnerable to predators, dehydration, entrapment in debris or vegetation, and 
exhaustion. In addition, artificial lights often lure hatchlings or adult sea turtles onto roadways 
and parking lots where they are vulnerable to car strikes. However, since Port Everglades 
Harbor is an active facility, offshore lighting is not an unusual feature of the area, and the Port 
Project should not appreciably change the ambient conditions of nesting areas in the vicinity of 
the action. That said, the Corps will require all lighting aboard dredges and dredge support 
vessels operating within 3 nautical miles of sea turtle nesting beaches, be limited to the minimal 
lighting necessary to comply with U.S. Coast Guard and OSHA requirements. All non-essential 
lighting on dredges and support vessels shall be minimized through reduction, shielding, and 
appropriate placement of lights to reduce potential disorientation effects on nesting sea turtles 
approaching the nesting beaches and sea turtle hatchlings heading seaward. 

The Service previously concurred with the Corps’ determination for sea turtles (March 31, 2005) 
because no adverse direct or indirect impacts to sea turtle nesting habitat due to dredging 
operations are anticipated for the TSP. In addition, the Corps agreed to incorporate and 
implement the sea turtle conditions outlined in DEP Permit No. 0220509-007-JM. 
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West Indian manatee 

The federally endangered West Indian manatee is found from coastal areas of Beaufort, North 
Carolina through Florida and the Gulf of Mexico. Manatees frequently inhabit shallow areas 
where seagrasses are present and are commonly found in protected lagoons and freshwater 
systems. In winter, they frequently move into areas where water temperatures are mitigated by 
spring-fed streams or power-generation plant effluent, such as the Florida Power & Light 
Company (FP&L) power plant in Fort Lauderdale. In general, very few manatees are present in 
the offshore waters from November through April; however, during the remainder of the year, 
manatees occasionally use open ocean passages to travel between favored habitats. 

The West Indian manatee is protected under the Act and the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 
1972. The State of Florida provided further protection in 1978 by passing the Florida Marine 
Sanctuary Act, designating the State as a manatee sanctuary, and providing signage and speed 
zones in Florida’s waterways. Though there are not any areas within Broward County that are 
designated as Critical Habitat for the West Indian manatee, the waterways in Broward County 
support permanent and transient manatee populations. Some waterways serve as important 
warm water refugia and calfing areas, particularly in the vicinity of the Port and the FP&L power 
plant. 

Surveys indicate that, during winter months when temperatures decline, manatees from north and 
south of Port Everglades Harbor migrate to canals associated with the FP&L power plant. As 
many as 290 manatees have been observed near the power plant on a single day (Laist and 
Reynolds 2005). 

Mezich (2001) hypothesizes manatee preference may be changing as recent years have shown a 
decrease in the number of animals using the Port power plant and an increase in the number of 
animals using the Fort Lauderdale plant located west of the Port. A review of the data from 
FP&L reports (Reynolds 2005, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2010, 2011) appears to support this belief. 
The growth in usage of the Fort Lauderdale plant may also be attributable to its more consistent 
releases of warm water and isolated location with less human disturbance than the Port Everglades 
plant site (Laist and Reynolds 2005). 

Deutsch et al. (2003) noted the manatees that utilize the Port power plant during winter cold 
spells exhibit three trends in movement to access forage. As previously stated, some move south 
into Biscayne Bay, some move north into Lake Worth Lagoon, and some move further west 
toward the Fort Lauderdale FP&L plant to access freshwater forage and mangroves. Manatees 
typically demonstrate a diurnal feeding pattern when at the power plants. They spend the 
mornings into the early afternoons in the warm discharge waters at the plant, and then move 
away from the plant to forage since the sun has warmed the surrounding waters. As air 
temperatures (and subsequently water temperatures) drop, they return to the power plant 
discharges’ thermal refuges. 

During the summer months when the water warms, manatees return to the counties to the north 
and south to forage and reproduce. However, telemetry and aerial surveys confirm manatees are 
present within Broward County all year (Deutsch 2000). Broward County conducts aerial 
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surveys by helicopter flights throughout the year. Recent surveys conducted between 2004 and 
April 2011 have documented between 8 and 455 manatees in all waterways of Broward County 
(Broward County 2011). 

FP&L is in the process of temporarily ceasing operations at the current Port power plant. 
Demolition of the current plant is expected to begin in 2013 and construction of the new plant is 
expected between 2014 and 2016, with the plant online and operational in 2016. FP&L has been 
preparing, with the Service and FWC, an environmental and biological monitoring plan. During 
construction, FP&L will maintain an “Interim Warm-Water Refuge” (IWWR), using the current 
warm-water discharge system, during the winter months beginning with the discontinuation of 
operations at the existing Port power plant and continuing until the new unit is operational. 
Implementation of the IWWR should result in continued manatee use of the Port Everglades 
plant and potentially no decrease in protection measures associated with the Port expansion 
project (i.e., standard manatee protection measures and cessation of confined underwater rock 
blasting during manatee congregation periods). 

The Service concurred on March 31, 2005, with the Corps’ determination for the West Indian 
manatee because the Corps agreed to incorporate and implement the following: 

1.	 The Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water-Work (FWC 2011), all manatee 
protection measures outlined in the final draft EIS, manatee conservation measures from 
the Miami Harbor Phase III project, and all manatee conditions outlined in the DEP 
Permit No. 0220509-007-JM; 

2.	 The same blasting protection measures and monitoring procedures developed for the 
Miami Harbor Phase III project, known as the Navy Diver Protocol, plus an additional 
500 feet to the safety zone. Furthermore, the Corps agreed to revise the blasting 
protection measures should the results of the Miami Harbor Phase III indicate the need 
based on input from State, Federal, and local governmental agencies; and 

3.	 Blasting activities will be avoided during the winter months (November 15 to March 15) 
when manatee populations are expected to be at their highest concentration in the action 
area. Other dredging and construction activities may take place inside the Port 
Everglades Harbor during this time period, but confined underwater (CU) blasting will 
not be utilized during this period. 

The Service recommends the Corps provide details concerning the wildlife protection measures to be 
implemented in the test blast program and how these measures may vary compare to all other CU 
blasting activities. 
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Thank you for your cooperation in the effort to conserve fish and wildlife resources. Should you 
have additional questions or require clarification regarding this letter, please contact Jeff Howe at 
772-469-4283. 

Sincerely yours, 

y Williams 
Field Supervisor 
South Florida Ecological Services Office 

cc: electronic only
 
Corps, Jacksonville, Florida (Tern Jordan-Sellers)
 
DEP, Tallahassee, Florida (Lanie Edwards)
 
EPA, West Palm Beach, Florida (Ron Miedema)
 
FWC, Tallahassee, Florida (Kellie Youmans)
 
NOAA Fisheries, Palm Beach Gardens, Florida (Jocelyn Karazsia)
 
NOAA Fisheries, Fort Lauderdale, Florida (Kelly Logan)
 
Service, Jacksonville, Florida (Jim Valade)
 
USGS, Gainesville, Florida (Susan Walls)
 



LITERATURE CITED
 

Broward County. 2011. Manatee population surveys [Internet]. Broward County, Florida [cited 
July 29, 2013]. Available from: 
http://www.broward.org/MANATEES/PageslManateeSurveys.aspx 

Deutsch, C.J. 2000. Winter movements and use of warm-water refugia by radio-tagged West 
Indian manatees along the Atlantic Coast of the United States. Final Report prepared for 
Florida Power and Light Company and U.S. Geological Survey. 

Deutsch, C.J., J.P. Reid, R.K. Bonde, D.E. Easton, H.I. Kochman, and T.J. O’Shea. 2003. 
Seasonal movements, migratory behavior and site fidelity of West Indian manatees along 
the Atlantic Coast of the United States. Wildlife Monographs 151: 1-77. 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC). 2011. Standard Manatee 
Conditions for k-Water Work 2011. [Internet]. Tallahassee, Florida [cited March 6, 2013]. 
Available from: http://myfwc.cornlwildlifehabitats/managed/manatee/permit 
reviews/#Main 

Fonseca, M.S., W.J. Kenworthy, and G.W. Thayer. 1998. Guidelines for the conservation and 
restoration of seagrasses in the United States and adjacent waters. NOAA Coastal Ocean 
Program Decision Analysis Series, No. 12. NOAA Coastal Ocean Office; Silver Spring, 
Maryland. 

Laist, D.A and J.E. Reynolds. 2005. Influence of power plants and other warm-water refuges on 
Florida manatees. Marine Mammal Science 21(4):739-764. 

Mezich, R.R. 2001. Manatees and Florida Power and Light’s Lauderdale and Port Everglades 
Power Plants. A report developed for the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission; Office of Environmental Services; Bureau of Protected Resources; 
Tallahassee, Florida. 

Reynolds, J.E. 2005. Distribution and abundance of Florida manatees (Trichechus manatus 
latirostris) around selected power plants following winter cold fronts: 2004-2005. 
Prepared for Florida Power and Light Company. Mote Marine Laboratory Technical 
Report 1011. 

Reynolds I.E. 2006. Distribution and Abundance of Florida manatees (Trichechus manatus 
latirostris) Around Selected Power Plants Following Winter Cold Fronts: 2005-2006. 
Prepared for Florida Power and Light Company. Technical Report 1093. Mote Marine 
Laboratory, Sarasota, Florida. 

14
 

http://myfwc.cornlwildlifehabitats/managed/manatee/permit
http://www.broward.org/MANATEES/PageslManateeSurveys.aspx


Reynolds J.E. 2007. Distribution and abundance of Florida manatees (Trichechus manatus 
latirostris) around selected power plants following winter cold fronts: 2006-2007. 
Prepared for Florida Power and Light Company. Technical Report 1168. Mote Marine 
Laboratory, Sarasota, Florida. 

Reynolds, J.E. 2009. Distribution and abundance of Florida manatees (Trichechus manatus 
latirostris) around selected power plants following winter cold fronts: 2008-2009. 
Prepared for Florida Power and Light Company. Technical Report 1356. Mote Marine 
Laboratory, Sarasota, Florida. 

Reynolds J.E. 2010. Distribution and abundance of Florida manatees (Tn chechus manatus 
latirostnis) around selected power plants following winter cold fronts: 2009-20 10. 
Prepared for Florida Power and Light Company. Technical Report 1464. Mote Marine 
Laboratory, Sarasota, Florida. 

Reynolds, J.E. 2011. Distribution and abundance of Florida manatees (Tnichechus manatus 
latinostnis) around selected power plants following winter cold fronts: 2010-2011. 
Prepared for Florida Power and Light Company. Technical Report 1535. Mote Marine 
Laboratory, Sarasota, Florida. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). 2000. Analysis of test blast results, Wilmington 
Harbor, North Carolina (February 2000). 

15
 



•1 

• —. 

‘I .1.1 
Spoil A,ea 

r al
 
.. IL
a 
tIP- Pert
 

• — Everg
44, Tn r,nn 9 

•MTB
‘I 

‘4 

1W U 

• . 

I. 

~ 6 

*4’ I
 
A,
 

‘4 

-

PUll E~.44. PR~d FoflrW
 
D*~ Q~md (~)
 

liwie, Ez*m.ce Owmel (IEC)
 
Mafl lfl Bn~ (RITA)
 
Cauti knbig Baffi (SIB)
 
Wldene, (WIDE)
 
South Poll ta.. Oaiid (SAq
 
Tiflng Nddi (TN) ___ ~.
(A)
DrO Cuba C E-•
 

f’J ~i.g Qiennel

i~ o i~ soao r.a IAL (3jRl.3Y J0243$ 

Figure 1. The Port Everglades Harbor navigation project proposed in the 2005 FWCA report. 
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From: Keven Klopp 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Feasibility Report and draft Environmental Study - Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 11:07:38 AM 

I will be out of town and unable to attend the public meetings scheduled for July 23. Otherwise, I 
would be there to express my support for the expansion projects at Port Everglades. Adding up to five 
berths, widening and deepening the channel, and bringing freight rail into the Port are all very 
important -- in my opinion as a professional and a resident -- to the region’s future success. 

Thank you 

Keven R. Klopp 

CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH 

Assistant City Manager 

150 NE 2nd Ave. 

Deerfield Beach, Florida 33441-5816 

KKlopp@Deerfield-Beach.com 

954.480.4222 

mailto:kklopp@deerfield-beach.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From:	 Holness, Dale 
To:	 Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc:	 Scarlette, Lahoma; Beckford, John; "Bob Swindell (bswindell@gflalliance.org)" 
Subject:	 My Support of the Port Everglades Expansion 
Date:	 Monday, July 15, 2013 11:10:30 AM 
Attachments:	 image001.png 

image005.png 

USACOE Project Director Terri Jordan-Sellers: 

Good Morning! 

In advance of the 45-day public comment period on the Draft Report, I would like to recap the 
importance of Port Everglades and state for the record my full support of the expansion project. 

Here are some key facts about our Port: 

* Port Everglades is a $143 million enterprise earning all of its revenue from Port commerce, none 
from taxpayers. 
* Port Everglades is the fuel hub for all of South Florida. It handles jet fuel for the 4 international 
airports (FLL, MIA, PBX and SW Intl. in Fort Myers) and provides gas for 12 counties. 
* Port Everglades is the 3rd busiest cruise port in the world. (3.7 million multi-day passengers 
sailed in Broward County in 2012.) 
* Port Everglades is home to the largest single ship terminal in the world – the 5,400+ passenger 
Oasis and Allure of the Seas ships. 
* Port Everglades is embarking on three critical expansion projects that are projected to create 
7,000 new jobs regionally and support 135,000 jobs statewide over the next 15 years for a total 
143,000 jobs. 
* Currently, Port Everglades supports 11,600 direct jobs locally for a total of 201,000 jobs 
statewide. 
* These key expansion projects are expected to be completed over the next six years and will add 
up to five berths, widen and deepen the channel and bring freight rail into the Port. 
* Port Everglades is the No. 1 container port in Florida and 12th largest in the United States. 

I support the expansion of Port Everglades in part because: 

* The Port Everglades project is good for our local business owners and their employees many of 
which reside in my District. 
* Many of the businesses in Broward County rely on Port Everglades as one of the strongest 
economic engines in the region. 
* The attention the project money will devote to enhancing reefs up and down the Broward 
coastline is much needed. 
* Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an 
advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 
* Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the 
Corps for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. 
* Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that “gets it,” as they have 
proven with the Southport Turning Notch extension where they planted and grew double the amount of 
mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign. 
* Industry at Port Everglades creates jobs. 

The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. I look forward to a continued expedited process in 
regard to the project and I lend the support of my office in furtherance thereto. 

mailto:DHOLNESS@broward.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:LSCARLETTE@broward.org
mailto:JBECKFORD@broward.org
mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
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Regards, 

Dale Holness 

Description: Description: cid:image003.png@01CB956D.A6A7A690 

Office of the Honorable Dale V.C. Holness 

Broward County Commissioner - District 9 

115 S. Andrews Avenue. Room 417, Ft Lauderdale, FL. 33301 

O: 954.357-7009 F: 954.357.5622 

Click to Sign Up to receive E-mail Updates <http://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/d.jsp ? 
llr=padltncab&p=oi&m=1102115605519> 

www.broward.org 

Description: Description: Sterling Logo BC bottom banner Description: Description: artsplate 
Description: logo_wateruse 

Description: Description: cid:WBRNUPERWKZA.IMAGE.BMP 

Coming together is a beginning. Keeping together is progress. Working together is success. - Henry 
Ford <http://www.boardofwisdom.com/default.asp?topic=1010&search=Henry+Ford> 

Under Florida law, most e-mail messages to or from Broward County employees or officials are public 
records, available to any person upon request, absent an exemption. Therefore, any e-mail message to 
or from the County, inclusive of e-mail addresses contained therein, may be subject to public disclosure. 

http://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/d.jsp?llr=padltncab&p=oi&m=1102115605519
http://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/d.jsp?llr=padltncab&p=oi&m=1102115605519
http://www.boardofwisdom.com/default.asp?topic=1010&search=Henry+Ford
http:www.broward.org
mailto:cid:image003.png@01CB956D.A6A7A690
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From: Demos, Nicholas - FORT LAUDE FL 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: gbulfin@gflalliance.org; bswindell@gflalliance.org 
Subject: I support the Port Everglades project because it is good for our business community now and in the future. 
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 11:50:53 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

To: USACOE Project Director Terri Jordan-Sellers 

I am writing to you because I will be out of the country on July 23 so I will be unable to attend the 
public meeting that is scheduled regarding Port Everglades. I want to voice my support for the 
deepening and widening of the Port Everglades harbor to accommodate mega-ships expected to pass 
through an expanded Panama Canal. 

As the third busiest cruise port in the world and the No.1 container port in Florida and 12th largest in 
the United States, Port Everglades is a valuable resource to our business community. Industry at Port 
Everglades creates jobs. Currently, Port Everglades supports 11,600 direct jobs locally for a total of 
201,000 jobs statewide. 

Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that “gets it,” as they have 
proven with the Southport Turning Notch extension where they planted and grew double the amount of 
mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign. 

Port Everglades is a $143 million enterprise earning all of its revenue from Port commerce, none from 
taxpayers. Port Everglades is the fuel hub for all of South Florida. It handles jet fuel for the 4 
international airports (FLL, MIA, PBX and SW Intl. in Fort Myers) and provides gas for 12 counties. 

The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. I support the Port Everglades project because it is good 
for our business community now and in the future. Thank –you. 

Sincerely, - Jim Demos 

N. James Demos, CIMA®, CFP®, CRPC®, | First Vice President-Wealth Management | Wealth 
Management Advisor 

Merrill Lynch Global Wealth & Investment Management 
450 East Las Olas Blvd | Suite 1000 | Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 

(Phone (954) 357-4520 | ( Fax: (954) 449-6088 | *Email: : jim_demos@ml.com 
<mailto:jim_demos@ml.com> | 

Web: http://fa.ml.com/Jim_Demos 

NMLS ID: 521635 

The information set forth herein was obtained from sources which we believe reliable but we do not 
guarantee it's accuracy. Neither the information nor any opinion expressed, constitutes a solicitation by 
us of the purchase or sale of any securities or commodities. With regard to your account activity, Merrill 
Lynch considers the monthly statement to be your official record. 

mailto:jim_demos@ml.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org
mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
mailto:jim_demos@ml.com
http://fa.ml.com/Jim_Demos
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This message, and any attachments, is for the intended recipient(s) only, may contain information that 
is privileged, confidential and/or proprietary and subject to important terms and conditions available at 
http://www.bankofamerica.com/emaildisclaimer. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this 
message. 
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From: celeste willard 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades - Expansion 
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 2:15:02 PM 

Terri, 

I am writing in response to the Port Everglades harbor expansion study. I am a second generation 
Floridian and care not only about the jobs this would create in our community and the opportunities that 
would be available on a global level, but also the environmental enhancing of our coastal reef system 
which the project will devote funds to. 

I support this expansion because it is good for Broward County now and in the future. I thank you for 
your consideration.
	

Respectfully,
	

Celeste Willard, Contract Manager
	

Centerpoint Construction Corp
	

7551 Wiles Road, Suite 206
	

Coral Springs, FL 33067
	

Office: 954.346.4066
	

Direct Line: 954.214.3017
	

Fax: 954.206.6153
	

Notice / Disclaimer
	

This message may contain confidential or privileged information.
	

If you are not the intended recipient, please destroy this message
	

and notify sender by reply e-mail.
	

P print only when necessary
	

mailto:celeste.willard@centerpointconst.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Stephen High 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Deepening Project, Comments for Public Hearing to be held on 7-23-2013 
Date: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 2:18:41 PM 

Terri Jordan-Sellers, 

I will not be able to attend the public hearing, regarding the Port Everglades deepening project, to be 
held on July 23, 2013. However I do want to express to you that I fully support this project going 
forward and feel it is of extreme benefit to the economy of Broward County as well as the State of 
Florida and to the entire United States. 

It will create much needed jobs now with the construction phase and will create future benefits with the 
increase in commerce at Port Everglades, and the vital link to the cruise industry and Fort Lauderdale 
International Airport, as well as so many other business interests. 

I have lived in Broward County since 1972 and hope that you will give this project all of your support as 
I support it fully. I take great pride in being an active environmentalist and am sure that the 
environment will be protected and enhanced as a result of this Port Everglades deepening project. 

Thank You for allowing me to express my support. 

Sincerely, 

Steve High, Inspector 
KEITH AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
Engineers, Surveyors, Planners, Landscape Architecture, Construction Managers, Subsurface Utility 
Engineering (SUE) 
301 East Atlantic Blvd, Pompano Beach, Florida 33060 
Ph: 954.788.3400 | Fax: 954.788.3500 
Cell: 954.275.5430 
shigh@keith-associates.com <mailto:shigh@keith-associates.com > 

DBE – CBE – SBE – WBE 
www.keith-associates.com <http://www.keith-associates.com> 
Pompano Beach • Miami 

mailto:shigh@keith-associates.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:shigh@keith-associates.com
http://www.keith-associates.com/
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From: Mike Vonder Meulen 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 1:49:45 PM 

Terri Jordan-Sellers, 

As an Urban Planner for more than 25 years in South Florida, please allow me to express my support for 
the expansion of Port Everglades. Port Everglades is an ideal port to handle both passenger cruise 
ships and larger container ships from the Panama Canal widening The infrastructure surrounding the 
port compliments the proposed expansion. The expansion of the port will also enhance economic 
development not just in the port, but also to the surrounding communities. 

Again, I am in full support of the expansion project. Thank you for you time 

Mike Vonder Meulen, AICP 
President 
MVM Development Services. Inc. 

954-612-3203 
mikevondermeulen@aol.com 

mailto:mikevondermeulen@aol.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: James Donnelly 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Kareen Boutros 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 1:32:01 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I received the Notice of Public Hearing for the July 23 meeting on Port Everglades. I am not able to 
attend this meeting but I wanted to submit my thought on the importance of this project to our county. 

As a resident, business owner, and member of Broward Workshop, I feel the Port is one of the major 
economic engines of our county. In my mind the deepening of the port to allow the soon -to–arrive 
mega-ships is mandatory. I understand there are economic and environmental challenges that need to 
be overcome – and they can be overcome. 

To not commit to this project is a decision that will be regretted for years to come. Shipping and 
commerce will go to the ports that make the most economic sense. It is simply business. 

If we delay, companies will establish new transportation networks from ports that accommodate the 
mega-ships. It will be very difficult to reverse. 

The port provides excellent jobs for our residents. This is good for everyone. 

The quality of our lives equals the quality of the decisions we make. 

We must get this done now. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

James Donnelly 

Founder & CEO 

Castle Group 

Telephone: 954-660-1866 

Facsimile: 954-792-9230 

mailto:jdonnelly@castlegroup.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:kareen@browardworkshop.com
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From: Nick Lazowick 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 2:40:34 PM 

Sir,
	
As a third generation native of broward county I strongly support the exspansion/dredgeing of the port.
	
I hope that all who have our county's future in their best interest would agree that this project is
	
esential to keep broward county a top player in the interantional shipping trade.
	
Respectfully,
	
Nick Lazowick
	
954-868-1806
	

mailto:nicklazowick@gmail.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Derick Langel 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: dkeith@keith-associates.com 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 2:07:33 PM 

Good afternoon Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I am emailing you to support the deepening and widening of our Port. For many years I lived in Costa 
Rica and have always been familiar with the Panama Canal and I have seen first-hand what it has done 
for the economy of Panama, since I had projects there as well. Now, with the Panama canal increasing 
its capacity and as a long time Florida resident and Professional in the Architecture and Engineering 
field, I urge the Government that the final blessing of our Port to be widened and deepened be given. 
Increased tourism, jobs and revenue positively impacts our region and Industry in the short and long 
term. Funds can be allocated for mitigation of reefs in other areas that are more prone to thrive. 

Thank you in advance, 

Derick Langel, RLA, ISA Certified Arborist 

Director of Landscape Architecture 

dlangel@keith-associates.com 

KEITH AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Engineers, Surveyors, Planners, Landscape Architects, Construction Managers, Subsurface Utility 
Engineering (SUE) 

301 East Atlantic Blvd, Pompano Beach, Florida 33060 | Ph: 954.788.3400 | Fax: 954.788.3500 

7145 Southwest 42nd Terrace, Miami, Florida 33155 | Ph: 305.667.5474 | Fax: 305.667.5475 

DBE – CBE – SBE – WBE 

www.keith-associates.com <http://www.keith-associates.com/ > 

DISCLAIMER 

Keith & Associates, Inc.(K&A) makes the electronically stored data in the e-mail transmission available 
for information purposes only. No warranty either expressed or implied is made regarding the accuracy 
or reliability of this data. K&A reserves the right to revise, update and improve its electronically stored 
data without notice and assumes no responsibility for any damages which may arise as a result of the 
use of this data. The user agrees to verify the data in the e-mail transmission to ascertain its accuracy 
for the intended use. K&A makes every effort to insure this transmission is virus free, however, K&A 
assumes no responsibility for damages caused by the installation of this data. Use of the data in this 
transmission indicates that the user accepts the above conditions. If these conditions are unacceptable, 
the transmission should be returned to Keith & Associates, Inc. All copies must be destroyed. 

mailto:DLangel@keith-associates.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:dkeith@keith-associates.com
http://www.keith-associates.com/
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From: Basil Bernard 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Bob Swindell 
Subject: PORT EXPANSION 
Date: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 7:40:32 AM 

Hi Terri
	
As a Broward resident and a business owner that does business in South Florida our biggest economic
	
engines are our airports and our seaports. You can always make a direct correlation between port/airport
	
activity the level of commerce.
	
Anything that can be done in a responsible way to increase capacity at Port Everglades in this era of the
	
Super Tankers will help us benefit from the deepening of the Panama Canal.
	
Remember if we don't prepare ourselves for opportunity others will.
	
Best regards,
	
Basil....
	
Cell 305 525 3700
	

<https://lh5.googleusercontent.com/-8 -
h_OOIXkZU/T0Jwo_fbm8I/AAAAAAAAAAY/LL1TbIhyszg/s512/APRICOT%2520INT%2520New%2520Image.JPG 
>
	
Basil M. Bernard
	
basil.bernard@apricotos.com
	
"CHAIRman"
	
Apricot Office Interiors
	
Office Furniture USA
	
20401 NW 2nd Ave. Ste 300
	
Miami Gardens, Fl. 33169
	
T(305) 517-1318
	
F(305) 675-8037
	
www.apricotos.com
	
www.ofusa.com
	
www.ofusaecatalog.com/sfla
	

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential information that is legally privileged.
	
The information is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s);
	
any disclosure, copying, distribution, or other use of this information is strictly prohibited.
	
If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by return e-mail and delete this message.
	

mailto:basil.bernard@apricotos.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
https://lh5.googleusercontent.com/-8-h_OOIXkZU/T0Jwo_fbm8I/AAAAAAAAAAY/LL1TbIhyszg/s512/APRICOT%2520INT%2520New%2520Image.JPG
https://lh5.googleusercontent.com/-8-h_OOIXkZU/T0Jwo_fbm8I/AAAAAAAAAAY/LL1TbIhyszg/s512/APRICOT%2520INT%2520New%2520Image.JPG
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From: Elizabeth Keith 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Project Supporter 
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 2:55:54 PM 

* The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. 
* The attention the project money will devote to enhancing reefs up and down the Broward 
coastline is much needed. 
* Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an 
advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 
* Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the 
Corps for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. 
* Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that “gets it,” as they have 
proven with the Southport Turning Notch extension where they planted and grew double the amount of 
mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign. 
* Industry at Port Everglades creates jobs. 

Elizabeth Keith 

409 Liberty Court 

Deerfield Beach, Florida 

mailto:elizabeth@coralcmermaid.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Jimmy Messick 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Suport to deepen Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 5:59:57 PM 

Terri, 

I have recently become aware of the Port Everglades project and how critical deepening this port is to 
the South Florida region. Being one of the largest Ports in all of the world, it has an enormous impact 
to the local economy. We need to take this opportunity NOW to make the improvements to this port so 
we do not get behind, and not let freight companies and associated businesses not look elsewhere for 
their business. Please fight for me and others that cannot attend the public meetings in the near future 
and help protect one of the most vital sources for our businesses. 

Thank you, 

Jimmy Messick, P.E. 

Project Engineer 

jmessick@keith-associates.com <mailto:tracis@keith -associates.com> 

KEITH AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Engineers, Surveyors, Planners, Landscape Architects, Construction Managers, Subsurface Utility 
Engineering (SUE) 

301 East Atlantic Blvd, Pompano Beach, Florida 33060 | Ph: 954.788.3400 | Fax: 954.788.3500 

7145 Southwest 42nd Terrace, Miami, Florida 33155 | Ph: 305.667.5474 | Fax: 305.667.5475 

DBE – CBE – SBE – WBE 

www.keith-associates.com <http://www.keith-associates.com/ > 

Pompano Beach • Miami 

DISCLAIMER 

Keith & Associates, Inc.(K&A) makes the electronically stored data in the e-mail transmission available 
for information purposes only. No warranty either expressed or implied is made regarding the accuracy 
or reliability of this data. K&A reserves the right to revise, update and improve its electronically stored 

mailto:JMessick@keith-associates.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:tracis@keith-associates.com
http://www.keith-associates.com/
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data without notice and assumes no responsibility for any damages which may arise as a result of the 
use of this data. The user agrees to verify the data in the e-mail transmission to ascertain its accuracy 
for the intended use. K&A makes every effort to insure this transmission is virus free, however, K&A 
assumes no responsibility for damages caused by the installation of this data. Use of the data in this 
transmission indicates that the user accepts the above conditions. If these conditions are unacceptable, 
the transmission should be returned to Keith & Associates, Inc. All copies must be destroyed. 



 
  

    
       

     

 

 

    

  

 

   

          

    

 

                  
         

                
             
               

 

               
             

            
           

            
             

               
 

        

From: Shaffer, Penny 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: "Terry Stiles and Bob Swindell" 
Subject: Report and Environmental Study on the Port Everglades Harbor 
Date: Thursday, July 18, 2013 4:16:21 PM 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 

Project Director 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

4070 Boulevard Center 

Suite 201 

Jacksonville, FL 32207 

RE: Report and Environmental Study on the Port Everglades Harbor 

Sent electronically to: Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil <mailto:Terri.Jordan-
Sellers@usace.army.mil> 

Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

As a member of The CEO Council of The Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance, I am writing to express my 
unwavering support of the proposed deepening of Port Everglades harbor. 

As a gateway for international trade and tourism, Port Everglades is the third-busiest cruise port in the 
world and one of South Florida’s leading economic engines. Port Everglades currently provides 11,600 
direct local jobs and a total of 201,000 jobs statewide. Businesses throughout South Florida count on 
Port Everglades. 

The proposed deepening from 42 to 48 feet will increase capacity, improve safety, and allow Port 
Everglades to handle today’s mega-ships, expected to pass through an expanded Panama Canal. Failure 
to deepen the harbor will disadvantage our community in competing for global commerce. The 
economic opportunity cost for our region and the state of Florida is too high. 

Although the study acknowledges the possibility of some environmental damage during construction, the 
project proposes enhancements to reefs along Broward County’s coastline. The port has been a good 
environmental steward, working closely with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for 17 years to reduce 
environmental impact. 

I appreciate your time and consideration of these comments. 

mailto:Penny.Shaffer@bcbsfl.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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Sincerely, 

Penny S. Shaffer, Ph.D. 

Member, the CEO Council of The Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance 

Florida Blue is a trade name of Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Florida, Inc. Blue Cross and Blue Shield of 
Florida, Inc., and its subsidiary and affiliate companies are not responsible for errors or omissions in this 
e-mail message. Any personal comments made in this e-mail do not reflect the views of Blue Cross Blue 
Shield of Florida, Inc. The information contained in this document may be confidential and intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. This document may contain 
material that is privileged or protected from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended 
recipient or the individual responsible for delivering to the intended recipient, please (1) be advised that 
any use, dissemination, forwarding, or copying of this document IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED; and (2) 
notify sender immediately by telephone and destroy the document. THANK YOU. 



 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  

  
 

 

  
  

 
 

 
 
 

  

  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

15 July 2013 

David Miller 
DMA, Inc. 
410 Pine St SE 
Vienna, VA 22180 

RE: 	 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, NAVIGATION  
IMPROVEMENTS PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR,  
BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

Pursuant to your request in an email dated 11 July 2013, Dial Cordy and Associates Inc. 
(DC&A) has reviewed the above-referenced document and has collated the following 
comments related to material contained therein: 

(1) The List of Tables of the DEIS requires re-formatting so that it is easier to read page 
numbers. 

(2) Does Figure 1 comprise the actual existing project area, or does the figure require 
updating? 

(3) Figure 2 (Port Everglades Authorized Depths) should include notation for existing 
overdepths/squat for each of the federal reaches. 

(4) Figure 3 should be replaced if a figure with better resolution could be found/created. 
(5) The wetland delineation for the mangrove habitats in the impact area and adjacent 

areas (Section 3.5.6 in the Draft EIS) is very out-of-date. These areas should be 
delineated again in order to better determine the precise extent of impacts, and 
resulting mitigation burden on the ongoing West Lake Park habitat improvement 
project. 

(6) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) may disagree with USACE’s analysis of 
the extent of hardbottom/reef habitats (Section 4.4.2.2 of the Draft EIS), and which 
impacts should result in additional compensatory mitigation (possibly, rock/rubble 
habitat within the existing federal channel).  

(7) NMFS may also disagree with the amount of mitigation provided for seagrass 
impacts (Section 4.1 of the Draft Comprehensive Mitigation Plan and Incremental 
Cost Analysis, or “CMP/ICA”). They may contend that any area where there has ever 
been seagrasses since initial surveys were conducted in the late 1990’s should be 
considered impact areas if within the footprint, even if no seagrass is currently known 
from such areas. 

(8) The USACE-preferred type of mitigation proposed for impacts to hardbottom and reef 
habitats may not be preferred by other federal agencies or local regulatory/resource 
agencies (Section 6.2, Item 8, of the CMP/ICA). The type and amount offered by 
USACE appears to be have the best benefit to cost ratio; the local sponsor may be 
liable for any costs beyond those of the Best Buy option if another option is selected, 
including the option designed by NMFS. 
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David Miller 
Comments on Port Everglades Draft EIS Page 2 of 2 

We appreciate your consideration of the above. 

Best Regards, 

Dial Cordy and Associates Inc. 

Jason Evert 
Senior Ecologist 

S:\D drive\Data\Jobs-Jax\1251-1300\J13-1262\EIS comments.docx 



 
  

   
     

                  
           

                
            

              
 

                 
                    

                   
                
          

              
                

                
 

 

 

 

From: Judy Carter 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion Project 
Date: Friday, July 19, 2013 1:57:31 PM 

I would like to share my support of the Port Everglades Expansion Project. Making our Port deeper to 
support larger shipping, freight transport and increase our business growth and productivity should 
ONLY be viewed as a positive move. The government is offering funding which should certainly be 
captured and if this builds our economy, provides jobs, enhances our environment, allows further 
tourism growth and provides for better reefs along our beautiful beaches, all should certainly be taken 
seriously. 

The Port was here long before I became a Florida resident, however after moving from a Southern State 
to Florida 32 years ago as a divorced parent raising two small children and fighting all the way to get a 
better job in a vibrant area, providing a future for my sons I received an opportunity to work for a 
prominent company in Fort Lauderdale that believes in our future as I do. The growth from global 
commerce, enhancing our employment opportunities and industry along with beautifying our 
surroundings and protecting our reefs only makes common sense. My Son actually became a Private 
Yacht Captain which is an attribute to coming to Florida as a small boy and enjoying our waterways. 

Why would we take a chance on missing this great opportunity of growth for our community and State 
of Florida? 

Thank you. 

Regarding, 

Judy Carter 

Weston, Florida 

mailto:Judy.Carter@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
016



 
  

 
     

  

                  
                

                  
   

                   

   

 

    

 

 

   

From: Danielle Bratek Law 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Friday, July 19, 2013 3:40:43 PM 

Dear Terri Jordan-Sellers, 

I am writing in support of the Port Everglades Channel project. This upgrade to our local Port will 
certainly secure South Florida’s role in the transport of goods and passengers well into the future. 
Expansion is likely to create many new jobs – which will have a positive impact on businesses locally 
and throughout the state. 

I fully support this opportunity and regret that I will be unable to attend the public meeting on July 23. 

Regards, 

Danielle 

Danielle H. Bratek, Esq.
	

Trademark Attorney
	

Danielle H. Bratek, Esq. LLC
	

954-325-8028
	

danielle@tm-legal.com <mailto:danielle@tm-legal.com>
	

www.tm-legal.com <http://www.tm-legal.com/>
	

email-2 no border signature 

mailto:danielle@tm-legal.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:danielle@tm-legal.com
http://www.tm-legal.com/
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From: Karen Sherman 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Friday, July 19, 2013 1:03:47 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

image002.png 
image003.png 
image004.png 

Good afternoon. I am in support of the expansion project for the following reasons: 

* Good for South Florida business, now and in the future. 
* Business is counting on Port Everglades to remain one of the strongest economic engines in 
Florida. 
* We need the project money which will also be devoted to much-needed enhancements to reefs 
up and down the Broward coastline. 
* Industry at Port Everglades creates jobs. 

The Port Everglades project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage 
our community in competing for global commerce. I have been a resident of Broward County for 28 
years and am excited at the prospect of South Florida once again rising to the economic challenge and 
coming out the better! I love living in South Florida. Please help us to get even better. 

Thank you so much. 

Stiles - Invest. Build. Manage. 

Karen Sherman 
Administrative Assistant | Property Management 

954-627-9149 | Cell: 954-260-7962 

301 East Las Olas Blvd., Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 | 954.627.9300 | WWW.STILES.COM 
<http://www.stiles.com> 

Stiles LinkedIn <http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380> 

Stiles Facebook <http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate> 

Stiles YouTube <http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage> 

mailto:Karen.Sherman@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.stiles.com/
http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380
http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate
http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage
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From: Rick Case 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Supporting Port Everglades Harbor 
Date: Friday, July 19, 2013 4:12:21 PM 

Project Director Terri Jordan-Sellers: 

I understand there will be public meetings on the dredging of Port Everglades at the Broward County 
Convention Center on July 23 and unfortunately I will be out of town. As a business owner in Broward 
County for over 25 years with over a 1000 employees and also a board member of CEO Council, 
Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance, Broward Workshop, Nova Southeastern University, Broward Sheriff’s 
Advisory Council and Boys and Girls Clubs of Broward County, I would like to present some key facts 
about our Port for your consideration: 

* Port Everglades is a $143 million enterprise earning all of its revenue from Port commerce, none 
from taxpayers. 
* Port Everglades is the fuel hub for all of South Florida. It handles jet fuel for the 4 international 
airports (FLL, MIA, PBX and SW Intl. in Fort Myers) and provides gas for 12 counties. 
* Port Everglades is the 3rd busiest cruise port in the world. (3.7 million multi-day passengers 
sailed in Broward County in 2012.) 
* Port Everglades is home to the largest single ship terminal in the world – the 5,400+ passenger 
Oasis and Allure of the Seas ships. 
* Port Everglades is embarking on three critical expansion projects that are projected to create 
7,000 new jobs regionally and support 135,000 jobs statewide over the next 15 years for a total 
143,000 jobs. 
* Currently, Port Everglades supports 11,600 direct jobs locally for a total of 201,000 jobs 
statewide. 
* These key expansion projects are expected to be completed over the next six years and will add 
up to five berths, widen and deepen the channel and bring freight rail into the Port. 
* Port Everglades is the No. 1 container port in Florida and 12th largest in the United States. 

Additionally I want to share some of my key perspectives on the project: 

* I support the Port Everglades project because it is good for my business, now and in the future. 
* The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. 
* My business counts on Port Everglades to remain one of the strongest economic engines in 
Florida. 
* The attention the project money will devote to enhancing reefs up and down the Broward 
coastline is much needed. 
* Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an 
advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 
* Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the 
Corps for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. 
* Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that “gets it,” as they have 
proven with the Southport Turning Notch extension where they planted and grew double the amount of 
mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign. 
* Industry at Port Everglades creates jobs. 

This project to deepen and widen Port Everglades is critical for our business community and a vital 
component of South Florida life. 

Rick Case 

Rick Case Automotive Group 

875 N. State Rd. 7 

mailto:rjc@rickcase.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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Fort Lauderdale, FL 33317 

Cell 954-856-1404 

Office 954-377-7400 

<http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php?cid=975294&forward=img> 

http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php?cid=975294&forward=img


 
  

 
       

     

 

                  
               

      

            

              
            

                 
                

              
               
        

                
            

           

  

  

 

 

  

  

   

   

From: Damien Carter 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Anne Hotte 
Subject: Re: Submission of Comments for Port Everglades Development 
Date: Saturday, July 20, 2013 12:11:55 PM 

Good Day, 

As per notification from Ms Anne Hotte of the Hollywood Chamber, I would like to submit on behalf of 
my company our developments and the developments we are currently in pursuit of with the American 
Chamber of Commerce of Trinidad and Tobago. 

DPPS is also a member of the GHCC hence the reason for our submission 

The American Chamber of Commerce along with its membership, spearheaded by a core team within 
the Chambers Trade and Investment Committee; has embarked on hosting an International Conference 
in Trinidad and Tobago, for the purpose of Trade and Economic Investment. This forum will call for the 
input of several countries and is policies and procedure geared to Import and Export, with emphasis on 
the current developments and expansion in Port Everglades Ft. Lauderdale along with expansions in the 
Panama Canal and the advantages this expansion will bring to the development of the shipping and 
maritime industry and other industries both upstream and downstream. 

This forum will also bring together heads of Government and inform other nations of the import and 
export policies, needs, requirements and support. We envisage, and for-see having representative of 
government, district commissioners, personnel from DOE, Trade etc. as part of this. 

Thank you 

With Kind Regards, 

Damien Carter 

President/ CEO 

DPPS Company Limited 

DPPS Intl. Inc 

Office: (868) 697 0303 

Fax: (868) 653 1053 

mailto:dcarter@dppsco.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:anne@hollywoodchamber.org
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Mobile T&T: (868) 681 5756
	

Mobile Intl: 954 651 5005
	

Email: dcarter@dppsco.com <mailto:dcarter@dppsco.com>
	

www.dppsco.com <http://www.dppsco.com>
	

"Management is doing things right; leadership is doing the right things" 

Peter Drucker 

One Name, One Voice - Your Solutions Provider! 

Operating with Principle, Integrity & Character; Delivering Intelligence, Responsibility, Results & 
Excellence 

cid:image003.jpg@01CE6924.9443BF10 

mailto:dcarter@dppsco.com
http://www.dppsco.com/
mailto:cid:image003.jpg@01CE6924.9443BF10
http:www.dppsco.com
mailto:dcarter@dppsco.com


  
       

     

  

    

                
              

                 
               

         
        

                  
                    

               
                

               
                 

             
             
            

               
               
               
                
  

               
              

              
      

              
   

             
   

  
    

  
    

From: Sbrfsem@aol.com 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: from Scott Roberts-Port Everglades-support for improvements-from Hollywood, Flor 
Date: Sunday, July 21, 2013 11:43:47 PM 

July 21, 2013 

To Whom it May Concern: 

This email will confirm that I am strongly in favor of the critical improvements to Port Everglades 
located in Hollywood, Florida including the deepening and dredging proposed for the seaport. Port 
Everglades is one of the long term economic engines of our South Florida region and is an integral part 
of the complimenting businesses that rely on the Port for all of it's direct businesses including 
petroleum, freight, office space, convention/tourism, construction, energy production, marine, cruise 
industry and the other significant zones of the Port. 

As a lifelong member of the community who works and lives within 3 miles of Port Everglades, I can 
say that the Port serves all of us in many ways. As well as being a distribution center, Port Everglades 
must have the maximum accommodations for the other industries that it directly and indirectly effects. 
The Port has consistently improved all of it's functions over my lifetime and have earned the upgrades 
required for future Port related issues. The management of Port Everglades has an excellent reputation 
and is recognized as part of the leadership of the greater Blowhard County region. The Port introduces 
many people and businesses to South Florida that eventually consider relocating their business or 
personally moving to Hollywood and need many soft business services including real estate property, 
mortgage financing, and other related businesses such as tourism, hospitality, education, and research. 

After so many years of study, the population affected by Port Everglades is fully supportive of the 
project and appreciate all of the special and unique environmental issues that are involved with this 
project. The Port Everglades feasibility and all other studies are probably the most investigated and 
studied plans that has been reviewed by so many different entities in South Florida history for any 
regional impact project. 

Me and my family proudly support the Port Everglades planned expansion and appreciate all of the 
research, effort and engineering that Port Everglades project required over a multi-year plan and review 
to modernize and give optimal functionality to a well managed and well needed upgraded Port 
Everglades for the next 100 years. 

Scott B. Roberts 
First Southeast Mortgage Corporation 

First Colonial Realty 
Command Association Management, LLC 
Mortgage -Real Estate-Property Management 
3837 Hollywood Boulevard Suite A 
Hollywood, Florida 33021 
(954) 920--9799 fax (954) 920-1052 

mailto:Sbrfsem@aol.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Bill Mahoney 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Kareen Boutros {BW} 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion Project... 
Date: Sunday, July 21, 2013 3:17:10 PM 

Hi Terri… 

I just want to add my comments to the many others coming your way relative to the above. 

Port Everglades is key to the Broward County and South Florida economy. From our perspective, the 
Port… 

· Has a significant effect on job creation 

· Tourism 

· Trade 

· Supports 11,600 direct jobs locally for a total of 201,000 jobs statewide! 

· Is home to the two largest cruise ships on the Planet…Oasis and Allure of the Seas. 

Currently Port Everglades is the 3rd busiest cruise port in the world having almost four MILLION multi-
day passengers sailing from the Port in 2012! What a financial impact that had! 

We need to continue expanding the Port to remain competitive in this very important space. 

Bill 

Bill Mahoney 

President 

Mahoney&Associates 
Creative Compensation & Benefits Solutions 

2455 East Sunrise Blvd; Suite 300 

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33304 

EA: Rosemary Gripp 

mailto:bmahoney@mahoneyandassociates.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:kareen@Browardworkshop.com
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954.564.4300 x222
	

rgripp@mahoneyandassociates.com <mailto:rgripp@mahoneyandassociates.com>
	

M&A WEBSITE: http://www.mahoneyandassociates.com/ <http://www.mahoneyandassociates.com/> 

FLORIDA 

Toll Free: 877.564.4300 x216 
Local: 954.564.4300 x216 
e-Fax: 954.602.9535 

Mobile: 954.240.0236 

MASSACHUSETTS 

One Monarch Place, Suite 1840 

Springfield, MA 01144 

Toll Free: 800.477.7303 x116 

Local: 413.788.7303 x116 

NEW YORK 

51 Madison Ave. 

New York, New York 10010 

212.576.6924 

bmahoney@mahoneyandassociates.com <mailto:bmahoney@mahoneyandassociates.com> 

Confidentiality Notice: This message (including all attachments) is privileged and confidential, intended 
only for the named recipient and may contain information that is privileged or exempt from disclosure 
under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you receive this message in error, or are 
not the named recipient, please notify the sender at either the address or telephone number above. 

Opt Out Notice: If you do not wish to receive email communications from Mahoney & Associates, please 
reply to this email, using the words "Opt Out" in the subject line. Please copy opt-
out@mahoneyandassociates.com <mailto:opt-out@mahoneyandassociates.com> 

mailto:rgripp@mahoneyandassociates.com
http://www.mahoneyandassociates.com/
http://www.mahoneyandassociates.com/
mailto:bmahoney@mahoneyandassociates.com
mailto:opt-out@mahoneyandassociates.com
mailto:out@mahoneyandassociates.com
mailto:bmahoney@mahoneyandassociates.com
mailto:rgripp@mahoneyandassociates.com


 
  

   
     

   

                   
                   

                
                  
      

               
              

    

   

          

 

  

   

From: Chris Rotolo 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades port expansion 
Date: Monday, July 22, 2013 10:36:55 AM 

Good morning Terri Jordan-Sellers,, 

I am writing to you to express my support in the above project. South Florida was hit extremely hard 
with the economic downturn and we are slow on the recovery in comparison to other parts of the U.S. 
We need this project to move forward to boost our economic growth and strengthen the value of our 
real estate. Plus the jobs this would create for the area will further enhance our population growth so 
that we may fully recover economically. 

I believe that Broward County has done its due diligence in mitigating the environmental impact this 
project would have by having experts at hand such as Nova Southeastern University’s Coral Reef 
Institute at our finger tips. 

This is a win-win! 

Thank you in advance for your assistance in relaying the message. 

Chris Rotolo 

9534 Ginger Ct. 

Parkland, FL 33076 

mailto:Chris.Rotolo@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Roland Malins-Smith 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Robert F Flint (rflint@broward.org) 
Subject: Port Everglades project for deepening and widening the port 
Date: Sunday, July 21, 2013 10:01:11 PM 

Dear Ms Jordan-Sellers, 

We write in support of the subject project which is being studied by the Army Corps of Engineers and 
promoted by Broward County Port Everglades Department and State government. 

Our company Seafreight Agencies (USA) Inc., a Florida corporation, and its principal Seafreight Line Ltd 
operate six container vessels in the Florida / Caribbean and Central America trade. We also lease and 
operate a twenty-five acre container terminal at Port Everglades. Port Everglades is our home port, 
has been for twenty one years from inception of the service, and the commercial strength and 
competitiveness of the Port is of vital importance to our business and to the well-being and economic 
growth of our community. 

There are fundamental changes sweeping our global shipping industry, and Port Everglades needs to 
adjust to and prepare for these changes otherwise the Port runs the risk of becoming bypassed by 
major streams of trade in the future, a state of affairs which could precipitate a decline in activity vital 
to employment and commerce in Broward County. The growth in container vessel size is no accident. 
It is a deliberate attempt on the part of leading shipowners and operators to achieve fuel efficiencies 
which will not only play a role in reducing carbon emissions, but reduce unit costs overall, making these 
new ships more competitive, having an ultimate and positive impact on our export pricing and our cost 
of living here in Broward County and South Florida. This change is positive, and we must embrace it 
and prepare for it. 

The current widening of the Panama Canal will hasten the inevitable calls of larger cargo vessels to Port 
Everglades. US East Coast ports will benefit from more frequent direct delivery of Far East cargoes in 
preference to discharge at West Coast ports and rail transportation to East Coast cities. Port Everglades 
needs to be ready to attract some of this additional business, to the benefit of local industry and the 
community. It is also possible that additional related streams of activity, involving the movement of 
containers through the port to other States as well as to other countries in the Caribbean and South 
America could develop in time, and with suitable enabling Customs regimes. South Florida is suitably 
located for this secondary activity. 

For these reasons, we at Seafreight strongly support the project and the representations being made on 
behalf of the community by Broward County Port Everglades Department and the Port Director. 

Sincerely, 

Roland Malins-Smith 

President 

mailto:Roland@SeafreightAgencies.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:rflint@broward.org
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From: Jeff Lis 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Support Port Expansion 
Date: Monday, July 22, 2013 10:31:47 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 

image008.png 
image009.png 
image010.png 

I support the Port Expansion and further support the proposed approach supported by NOAA to use 
funds to grow and replace corals up and down the Broward coastline. And with Nova Southeastern 
University’s Coral Reef Institute located at the mouth of Port Everglades, we have the leading 
international research partner in our backyard. 

Stiles - Invest. Build. Manage. 

Jeff Lis
	
Senior Vice President | Development
	

954-627-9346 | Cell: 954-258-4862
	

301 E Las Olas Blvd, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 | 954.627.9300 | WWW.STILES.COM
	
<http://www.stiles.com>
	

Stiles LinkedIn <http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380>
	

Stiles Facebook <http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate>
	

Stiles YouTube <http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage>
	

mailto:Jeff.Lis@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.stiles.com/
http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380
http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate
http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage
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From: Kimberly A Spicer 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, July 22, 2013 12:51:30 PM 

As a business owner and resident of Fort Lauderdale, I completely support this project. 

Thank you, 

Kimberly Spicer 

President 

Phoenix Real Estate Group 

2929 E. Commercial Blvd. 

Suite 302 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33308 

(954) 229-8365 Office
	

(954) 229-8364 Fax
	

(954) 683-9942 Cell
	

kspicer@phoenixrealestategroup.com <mailto:kspicer@phoenixrealestategroup.com>
	

www.phoenixrealestategroup.com <http://www.phoenixrealestategroup.com>
	

ü Please consider the environment - think before you print! 

This email is intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed and may contain 
information that is privileged, confidential or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If 
the reader of this email is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering 
the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or 
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, 
please immediately notify us by telephone and return the original message to us at the listed email 
address. Thank You. 

mailto:kspicer@phoenixrealestategroup.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:kspicer@phoenixrealestategroup.com
http://www.phoenixrealestategroup.com/
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From: Michael Lassner 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades deepening 
Date: Monday, July 22, 2013 1:16:16 PM 

Hi Terri, 

I am writing you to lend my support for the widening and deepening of the Port Everglades Harbor. I 
have a unique perspective to share with you, since my company has directly benefited from the Panama 
Canal expansion. 

In the last 4 years in the country of Panama, we have built more than 4 million square feet of 
warehouse space surrounding the Canal, a power plant at the Canal, and office buildings for the 
expanded staff due to the Canals third lock expansion. For our small business this has resulted in me 
hiring more staff in Florida to project manage, design and detail buildings, and contract with US 
Engineering firms to support our work. 

We expect the deepening here at Port Everglades will have a similar effect on Fort Lauderdale and 
Florida's economy with increased demand for warehouse space, logistics facilities, and local office 
requirements by both US and Multinational firms. 

Should you have any questions I would be happy to expand upon this email. 

Thank you for your support. 

Michael Lassner 
President | Allied Steel Buildings Inc 
We're With You All The Way™ 
www.AlliedBuildings.com 

FL Office: 954-590-4949 
Fax: 954-324-8304 
Cell: 305-505-9500 

Connect: Facebook <http://www.facebook.com/alliedbuildings> | Twitter 
<http://www.twitter.com/steelbuilding> | YouTube 
<http://www.youtube.com/user/alliedsteelbuildings?feature=mhee> 

mailto:mlassner@alliedbuildings.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.facebook.com/alliedbuildings
http://www.twitter.com/steelbuilding
http://www.youtube.com/user/alliedsteelbuildings?feature=mhee
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From: mkurtzcpa 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades drilling and widening project 
Date: Monday, July 22, 2013 1:18:36 PM 

Gentlemen and ladies: 

Over the past 40+ years, I have been advising businesses in Broward county. In 2010 and 2011, I was 
chairman of the International Action Team of the Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance, Broward County's 
public/private economic development partnership. 

I urge you to approve the project to deepen and widen Port Everglades' channels. Port Everglades is a 
major economic engine in Broward. Broward's international business done through Port Everglades has 
been growing. For Port Everglades to continue to compete with the ports of Miami, Jacksonville and 
others for business coming from Asia, this project is essential. 

The fact that it has taken 17 years to reach this point is hard to believe. Your approval immediately so 
that the project can proceed is requested. 

Martin J Kurtz, CPA 
954-903-7393 
mkurtzcpa@gmail.com 

Sent from my Verizon Wireless Tablet 

mailto:mkurtzcpa@gmail.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Paul Cawley 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Widening 
Date: Monday, July 22, 2013 11:07:39 AM 

On behalf of the Coral Springs Economic Development Foundation’s Board of Directors I am writing to 
you in support of the widening project under consideration for Port Everglades. The Greater Ft. 
Lauderdale area has tremendous economic potential in the years to come. Not only are we seeing 
tremendous growth in the medical and healthcare industries we have a strong light manufacturing base 
and are moving more towards technology but we have growth opportunities in distribution and logistics. 
Without the widening of the Port we would stand to lose much of the competitiveness we have worked 
so hard to achieve in recent years. We request your support of this vital project as it will allow us to 
remain competitive in this growing global economy. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Paul Cawley 

Executive Director 

Coral Springs Economic Development Foundation 

11805 Heron Bay Blvd. 

Coral Springs, Florida 33076 

(954) 346-6996 

pauledf@bellsouth.net 

www.coralspringsedf.com 

mailto:pauledf@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From:	 Debra Mink 
To:	 Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc:	 "ring.jeremy@flsenate.gov"; "smithchris@flsenate.gov"; "sachs.maria@flsenate.gov"; 

"sobel.eleanor@flsenate.gov"; "braynon.oscar@flsenate.gov"; "Gwyn.clarke-reed@myfloridahouse.gov"; 
"George.moraitis@myfloridahouse.gov"; "Perry.thurston@myfloridahouse.gov"; 
"hazelle.rogers@myfloridahouse.gov"; "Jim.waldman@myfloridahouse.gov"; 
"Jared.moskowitz@myfloridahouse.gov"; "Katie.edwards@myfloridahouse.gov"; 
"Elaine.schwartz@myfloridahouse.gov"; "joe.gibbons@myfloridahouse.gov"; 
"Shevrin.jones@myfloridahouse.gov"; "Sharon.pritchett@myfloridahouse.gov"; 
"Manny.diaz@myfloridahouse.gov"; "Richard.stark@myfloridahouse.gov"; "Carlos.trujillo@myfloridahouse.gov"; 
"bswindel@gfalliance.org" 

Subject: We support the deeping of the Port Everglades Project 
Date: Monday, July 22, 2013 11:02:56 AM 

Dear Project Director Terri Jordan-Seller, 

I believe that the growth of South Florida includes the critical use and growth of the Port Everglades. 
Our Commercial Real Estate Company is interacting with many international landlords and tenants that 
find not only find the great Florida weather an asset but the ability of the three intersections of 
transportation ( Ports/airports/roads) necessary for their business. 

As an individual that grew up in South Florida, I am personally concerned with the continued viability 
of our waters ways and environment too. In attending a few public community meeting on the matter, 
have been assured that the studies and the method of the Port Expansion have been addressed 
alleviating my concerns. 

Thus I and our company support this deepening project, along with the separate Turning Notch 
Extension and intermodal rail facility on the Port, projected to create 7,000 new jobs regionally and 
support 135,000 new jobs statewide over the next 15 years for a total 143,000 jobs. These projects will 
allow the Port to continue to meet the needs of shipping customers who are focusing their ship-building 
efforts on larger capacity vessels. 

Please advise of any concerns the USACOE may have in proceeding with the funding and this project 
and may we thank you in advance for taking time to read our email of support. 

Sincerely, 

Dk Mink 

D. K. Mink, RPA, CIPS 
President 
Licensed Real Estate Broker 
Mink & Mink, Inc 
3081 East Commercial Blvd 
Ft Lauderdale, FL 33308 
Telephone 954.771.1717 
Fax 954.772.0965 
http://www.minkandmink.com <http://www.minkandmink.com/> 

mailto:dkmink@minkandmink.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:ring.jeremy@flsenate.gov
mailto:smithchris@flsenate.gov
mailto:sachs.maria@flsenate.gov
mailto:sobel.eleanor@flsenate.gov
mailto:braynon.oscar@flsenate.gov
mailto:Gwyn.clarke-reed@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:George.moraitis@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Perry.thurston@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:hazelle.rogers@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Jim.waldman@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Jared.moskowitz@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Katie.edwards@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Elaine.schwartz@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:joe.gibbons@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Shevrin.jones@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Sharon.pritchett@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Manny.diaz@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Richard.stark@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:Carlos.trujillo@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:bswindel@gfalliance.org
http://www.minkandmink.com/
http://www.minkandmink.com/
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All parties to a real estate transaction are cautioned to independently ascertain and verify all facts which 
they deem relevant. Representations of fact or opinion by others, including brokers, agents and the 
"other" party, may not be reliable or well - intentioned. 

The information contained in this electronic mail transmission is privileged and confidential. It is 
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not 
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copy of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by telephone at 954/771-1717. Thank you. 



 
  

  
 

     

                    
              

                 
                  

   

From: Malcolm Butters 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Jules R. Morgan 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 4:15:59 AM 

Mr Jordan, I am out of the country so cannot attend the July 23 event. All major ports need to be 
widened to accommodate the new post Panamax ships. It will allow port Everglades to remain 
competitive and create numerous off shoot jobs . Lets not be short sighted. They will float bonds to 
support it so no taxpayer money will be used . This is a terrific opportunity . Please support it. 

Sent from my iPhone 

mailto:MSButters@Butters.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:jules.morgan@naiopsfl.org
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From: Padron, Joshua 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Terry Stiles and Bob Swindell 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:59:15 AM 

Good morning USACOE Project Director Terri Jordan-Sellers: 

I hope this email finds you well. On the topic of Port Everglades, I would like to express the following 
thoughts. Port Everglades creates jobs and can help DeVry University students become employed in 
their field of study. The Port supports our graduates by employing them in Human Resources 
Management, Project Management, Accounting, and Finance positions. They support our graduates by 
hiring them for IT Systems and Security support, IT Management, Electronics, and Robotics 
Engineering. These types of jobs are part of Port Everglades’ infrastructure, and play a crucial role in 
the success of our local communities and universities. 

Thank you for considering my thoughts and working diligently on behalf of our citizens. 

Regards, 

Joshua Padron, Ed.D. 

President, South Florida Metro 

DeVry University 

2300 SW 145 Avenue 

Miramar, FL 33027 

p: 954.499.9688 

f: 954.499.9839 

e: jpadron@devry.edu 

www.devry.edu 

cid:BE909111-4AB1-40D4 -B7D6-97BF6CCEF591 

mailto:jpadron@devry.edu
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
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From: David Siegel 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 3:39:08 PM 

As a private citizen and businessman in Broward County, I am in full support of this deepening and 
widening of the Port Everglades. We are faced with deepening competition from port of Miami, 
Jacksonville and Savannah. We would be foolish to believe that if week not continue to retain our 
competitive edge that we will retain the volume of business that we currently are receiving. I believe 
this can be done and mitigate the environmental impacts as well. These expansion cannot be delayed 
for the ongoing viability of the port. Once shippers have determined we are not Intending to keep our 
competitive edge we will be hard pressed to get it back. Commit now and make it happen 

Sent my iPhone 

mailto:siegel714@comcast.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Glass, Clint 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:02:39 AM 

Terri – 

My father arrived in Florida in 1934. Years later, he married a girl from Pennsylvania who graduated 
from Florida State. In the late 50’s, they relocated to Miami to start careers and raise a family. My 
younger brother and I arrive about the same time when something called “NASA” was created. We too 
are native Floridians and we have lived most of lives down here in South Florida. Together, we are 
raising five children. It is our hope that they too can enjoy careers and raising families down here in 
South Florida – if they choose to – like the two generations before them were able to do. 

With all that said, the capital investment plans for Port Everglades are vitality important for all of us to 
sustain our businesses as well as ourselves. Port Everglades has my full and unwavering support of 
their master plans to deepen the navigation corridors and expand the number of berths as they see fit. 

Clinton C. Glass | Senior Vice President 

office: 954.585.4240 | cell: 561.248.0107 | fax: 954.585.4503 | email: cglass@balfourbeattyus.com 
<mailto:cglass@balfourbeattyus.com> 

Balfour Beatty Construction | 7901 Southwest Sixth Court, Suite 200, Plantation, Florida 33324 | 
www.balfourbeattyus.com <http://www.balfourbeattyus.com/> 

Connect with us: Facebook <http://www.facebook.com/BalfourBeattyUS> | Twitter 
<http://twitter.com/#!/balfourbeattyus> | YouTube <http://www.youtube.com/balfourbeattyus> | 
LinkedIn <http://www.linkedin.com/company/balfour-beatty -construction > 

ZERO HARM Make Safety Personal 

mailto:cglass@balfourbeattyus.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:cglass@balfourbeattyus.com
http://www.balfourbeattyus.com/
http://www.facebook.com/BalfourBeattyUS
http://twitter.com/#!/balfourbeattyus
http://www.youtube.com/balfourbeattyus
http://www.linkedin.com/company/balfour-beatty-construction
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From: Curtiss, Ellen (HAL) 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: ACOE Public Meeting Comments 
Date: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 9:46:07 AM 

Terri: It was a pleasure listening to your presentation yesterday and thank you for allowing me to 
present my comments. Below are the written comments for your records. 

· Holland America Line applauds the Port and the Core for persevering with this project for 17 
years and we are excited to see that the end of the road may be within reach. 

· The cruise industry brought 3.5 million passengers through the port last season resulting in 
12,000 jobs and a $2.7 Billion Contribution to the economy of Port Everglades and Broward County 
therefore we are a major contributor to this economic engine. 

· The widening of the Southport Access Channel allowing for increased maneuvering is a huge 
safety benefit for our ships. 

· Currently, ships arrive to the Port based on their berth assignment; the first ship into the main 
channel is the ship that berths at the southernmost cruise terminal. The last ship in berths at 
northernmost terminal. 

· Consequently the ships must depart in the same order therefore the first ship in is the last ship to 
depart. If the northern most ship is delayed in their departure, all the ships in the main channel are 
delayed resulting not only in a delay to the start of a well earned vacation for our passengers, but 
necessitating the burning of more fuel to allow the ship to arrive at its next port on time. With a wider 
channel, cruise ships can maneuver around the delayed ships and depart at their assigned times. 

· Holland America Line recognizes that environmental stewardship is a daily responsibility, and we 
are a leader in environmental initiatives in the cruise industry. 

· Therefore we applaud the mitigation of the environmental impact and urge you to complete the 
study so we can work together to move on with this project. 

Regards, 

Ellen Curtiss 

Manager, Port Everglades, Boston, NYC Operations 

PHONE: 206 626 8023 

mailto:ECurtiss@HollandAmerica.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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Holland America Line 

EMAIL: ecurtiss@hollandamerica.com <mailto:ecurtiss@hollandamerica.com> 

hollandamerica.com 

Seabourn
	

EMAIL:ecurtiss@seabourn.com <mailto:ecurtiss@seabourn.com>
	

seabourn.com
	

Save resources. Think before you print.
	

cid:image002.png@01CE1F35.374639C0 

mailto:ecurtiss@hollandamerica.com
mailto:ecurtiss@seabourn.com
mailto:cid:image002.png@01CE1F35.374639C0
http:seabourn.com
mailto:EMAIL:ecurtiss@seabourn.com
http:hollandamerica.com
mailto:ecurtiss@hollandamerica.com


 
  

    
     

 

               
                

               
              
               

              
 

   

  

   

   

  

   

 

 

               
  

    

From: Kim Praitano 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Support for Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 5:15:04 PM 

Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I am writing in support of the Port Everglades Expansion project. Port Everglades is a good 
environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the Corps for 17 years to research and 
consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. Broward County has an active and 
dynamic environmental community that “gets it,” as they have proven with the Southport Turning Notch 
extension where they planted and grew double the amount of mangrove plants to mitigate a Port 
redesign. 

Port Everglades creates jobs which our economy needs. This is a win-win project for everyone. Please 
consider it. 

KimPraitano 

Vice President Broward Operations 

Family Central, Inc. 

840 SW 81st Ave. 

No. Lauderdale, Fl 33068 

(954) 724-7568 (tel/fax)
	

(954) 770-2148 (cell phone)
	

kpraitano@familycentral.org <mailto:kpraitano@familycentral.org>
	

www.familycentral.org <http://www.familycentral.org/>
	

Family Central is a tax exempt , not-for-profit organization as described in Section 501(c)3 of the
	
Internal Revenue Code.
	

"Changing lives for a lifetime."
	

mailto:KPraitano@familycentral.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:kpraitano@familycentral.org
http://www.familycentral.org/
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From: Jane Carrie"
	

To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ
	

Cc: sobel.eleanor@flsenate.gov; smith.chris@flsenate.gov; ring.jeremy@flsenate.gov;
	
carlos.trujillo@myfloridahouse.gov; jim.waldman@myfloridahouse.gov; perry.thurston@myfloridahouse.gov;
	
elaine.schwartz@myfloridahouse.gov; hazelle.rogers@myfloridahouse.gov;
	
george.moraitis@myfloridahouse.gov; richard.stark@myfloridahouse.gov; sharon.pritchett@myfloridahouse.gov;
	
shevrin.jones@myfloridahouse.gov; katie.edwards@myfloridahouse.gov; manny.diaz@myfloridahouse.gov;
	
joe.gibbons@myfloridahouse.gov; gwyn.clarke-reed@myfloridahouse.gov; sachs.maria@flsenate.gov;
	
braynon.oscar@flsenate.gov; jared.moskowitz@myfloridahouse.gov
	

Subject: Port Everglades - Fort Lauderdale, Florida 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 4:47:49 PM 
Attachments: image003.png 

Dear Director Jordon-Sellers: 

I would personally like to express my support of deepening and widening Port Everglades navigation 
channels to accommodate new cargo mega-ships and wider cruise ships that are replacing the current 
older fleet. Universal Travel has been located on 17th Street Causeway near Port Everglades for 39 
years. Because we are in the travel industry we actively support this expansion effort as it is critical to 
our business and the continued success of tourism in South Florida. 

The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. We’ve waited too long already. Fort Lauderdale is the 
home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an advantage Broward County has 
over the rest of the world and most importantly industry at Port Everglades creates jobs. 

It has been my experience that most residents of greater Fort Lauderdale support this initiative as well. 
We are all well aware of the advantages it brings to our community. 

I hope you and the Florida State Delegation will make this effort a top priority so Port Everglades can 
remain a competitive, thriving port. 

Thank you, 

Jane L. Carrié, CTC 

Director, Sales and Service 

Universal Travel/American Express 

1425C SE 17th Street, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33316 

954-525-5000 or 1 -800-666-0026 ext 280 

954-394-1805 Cell 

mailto:Jane@universal-travel.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:sobel.eleanor@flsenate.gov
mailto:smith.chris@flsenate.gov
mailto:ring.jeremy@flsenate.gov
mailto:carlos.trujillo@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:jim.waldman@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:perry.thurston@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:elaine.schwartz@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:hazelle.rogers@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:george.moraitis@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:richard.stark@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:sharon.pritchett@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:shevrin.jones@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:katie.edwards@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:manny.diaz@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:joe.gibbons@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:gwyn.clarke-reed@myfloridahouse.gov
mailto:sachs.maria@flsenate.gov
mailto:braynon.oscar@flsenate.gov
mailto:jared.moskowitz@myfloridahouse.gov
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954-463-2703 Fax
	

Email: jane@universal-travel.com <mailto:jane@universal-travel.com> .
	

AX Sales Award logo 2011 

Please note airfares are not guaranteed until ticketed. Lower airfares may be available if you are 
flexible with travel dates and times.Airfares are inventory controlled by each carrier. Please review your 
itinerary to ensure your full name matches your government ID and flights, dates and times are as 
requested. 

Online / Offline / All Around the World...Experience Matters! 

Visit us at: www.universal-travel.com <http://www.universal-travel.com/ > 

mailto:jane@universal-travel.com
http://www.universal-travel.com/
http:www.universal-travel.com
mailto:jane@universal-travel.com


 
  

   
     

    

                    
     

                 
             

  

                      

                    

                       
 

                 
 

                 
   

 

 
    

    
                

From: Barbara Sheridan 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion Project 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 2:24:30 PM 

USACOE Project Director Terri Jordan-Sellers 

I am not able to attend the public meeting(s) on July 23, 2013 to discuss this project, but I want to 
state my opinion. 

As a resident of Fort Lauderdale for over 53 years, I support the Port Everglades Harbor deepening and 
widening project. Keeping Port Everglades competitive is imperative to the economic strength and 
success of our region. 

* This project is critical for businesses, now and in the future, and should not be delayed any 
further. 

* We cannot afford to lose jobs or one of Florida’s key economic engines. 

* We need this project to move forward to accommodate the growth in the cargo, cruise and oil 
industries. 

* We need the Industry at Port Evergales to create jobs! 

This project will not only benefit all residents of Broward County, but will benefit all residents in the 
State of Florida. 

Thank you. 

Barbara Sheridan 
1930 N W 43 Street 
Oakland Park, FL 33309 
(954) 484-3715 

mailto:sheridab@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Ron Oestreicher 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion, Broward County Florida 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:08:13 PM 

Dear USACOE Project Director Terri Jordan-Sellers, 

I am sending you an brief note to advise you why I believe the Port Expansion Project is important to 
me, to Broward County, and also The United Way of Broward County, where I am an associate in the 
Major and Legacy Gifts Division. 

* I support the Port Everglades project because it is good for our county’s businesses, now and in 
the future. 
* The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. 
* The attention the project money will devote to enhancing reefs up and down the Broward 
coastline is much needed. (I am an avid Boater & Scuba Diver!). 
* Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an 
advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 
* Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the 
Corps for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. 
* Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that “gets it,” as they have 
proven with the Southport Turning Notch extension where they planted and grew double the amount of 
mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign. 

Thank you for your consideration! 

Ron Oestreicher 

mailto:ron.oestreicher@gmail.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Oestreicher, Laurie 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: "Ron Oestreicher" 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion, Broward County Florida 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 12:36:51 PM 
Attachments: image002.png 

image003.png 

Dear USACOE Project Director Terri Jordan-Sellers, 

I am sending you an brief note to advise you why I believe the Port Expansion Project is important to 
me, to Broward County, and also The United Way of Broward County, where I am an associate in the 
Major and Legacy Gifts Division. 

* I support the Port Everglades project because it is good for our county’s businesses, now and in 
the future. 
* The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. 
* The attention the project money will devote to enhancing reefs up and down the Broward 
coastline is much needed. (I am an avid Boater & Scuba Diver!). 
* Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an 
advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 
* Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the 
Corps for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. 
* Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that “gets it,” as they have 
proven with the Southport Turning Notch extension where they planted and grew double the amount of 
mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign. 
* Industry at Port Everglades creates jobs, and people with jobs support the United Way of 
Broward County.( United Way of Broward County funds 58 agencies and 78 Programs and Initiatives, 
helping to create a better Broward County.) 

Thank you for your consideration! 

Laurie Oestreicher – Associate, Major and Legacy Gifts 

United Way of Broward County l www.UnitedWayBroward.org <http://www.unitedwaybroward.org/> 

Ansin Building l1300 South Andrews Avenue l Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33316 

Loestreicher@unitedwaybroward.org <mailto:Loestreicher@unitedwaybroward.org> 954.462.4850 
x116 

Mayors'Signature2 

Purchase your tickets for Mayors’ Gala today! <http://www.unitedwaybroward.org/index.cfm? 
fuseaction=eventregistration.register&content_id=48&EventType=Events> 

cid:image002.png@01CE604E.B6D9B680 <https://www.facebook.com/unitedwaybc> 
cid:image003.png@01CE604E.B6D9B680 <https://mobile.twitter.com/unitedwaybc> 

mailto:loestreicher@unitedwaybroward.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:ron.oestreicher@gmail.com
http://www.unitedwaybroward.org/
mailto:Loestreicher@unitedwaybroward.org
http://www.unitedwaybroward.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=eventregistration.register&content_id=48&EventType=Events
http://www.unitedwaybroward.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=eventregistration.register&content_id=48&EventType=Events
https://www.facebook.com/unitedwaybc
https://mobile.twitter.com/unitedwaybc
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From: James Tidwell 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Harbor Expansion 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 10:42:48 AM 

Dear Mrs. Jordan-Sellers, 

I write this e-mail to make you aware that I support the Port Everglades expansion. Business counts on 
the port to remain one of the strongest economic engines in Florida. Although the business I'm in isn't 
directly related to the Port, the roughly $26 billion in annual economic activity generated by the Port 
benefits all the residents of Broward county. This is a critical project that has been in the works for 17 
years. The residents of Broward County need this project authorized by Congress and the subsequent 
funding to finally make it a reality. Thank you for your consideration. 

Regards, 

mailto:j_tidwell@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Denny O"Shea 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Harbor Feasibility Report and EIS, Broward County, Fl 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 5:14:41 PM 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers 

I am a life long resident of Broward County and am writing in support of the proposed deepening of the 
Port Everglades Harbor. 

Approximately 32 years ago I began to closely monitor Port Everglades on behalf of a competitor, The 
Transgulf Pipeline Company. Transgulf received all of the required Federal and multi State entitlements 
to construct a new pipeline to the Port (including an EIS), and even prevailed at the Supreme Court of 
the United States in litigation between the Port and Transgulf. However, the years and years of delay 
rendered the project economically unfeasible, and so the Port and Transgulf settled their litigation and 
the new pipeline was never constructed--and South Florida lost an opportunity. 

I think this history is instructive. Our economy is capitalistic and inherently competitive, and the global 
economy even more so. Further delay will impair funding for the harbor deepening 
project and once again we will miss an opportunity to create jobs and supercharge one of the region's 
largest economic engines. 

In the decades that I have been "port watching" I have seen it grow from two container cranes to 
seven--and when I leave the Port on Saturday mornings to fish I now see the largest cruise ships in the 
world berthed there. 

It would a failure of enormous proportions to lose the opportunity to also welcome the largest and new 
generation of container ships to Port Everglades as well. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis F. O'Shea 

Sent from my iPad 
The information in this email and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged. It is 
intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to anyone else is unauthorized. If the reader of this 
message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication 
is strictly prohibited. If this message has been sent to you in error, do not review, disseminate, 
distribute or copy it. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this email. 

mailto:Denny.O"Shea@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Marsella, Jay 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 11:27:33 AM 

Terri, on behalf of Marriott’s Harbor Beach Resort and Spa, Fort Lauderdale’s largest Resort, the 
importance of the $313 million Port project is very important. From a tourism standpoint, the growth 
means quite a bit to this destination. From increasing visitors that spend their dollars throughout the 
city, helping keep many hotels full throughout the year, and employing so many within our industry, I 
can’t think of a better investment that with have the impact and overall return that this will. 

Sincerely, 

Jay 

Jay Marsella 

Director of Sales and Marketing 

Harbor Beach Marriott Resort and Spa 

3030 Holiday Drive 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33316 

954-868-1355 mobile 

954-766-6140 office 

Jay.marsella@marriott.com 

mailto:Jay.marsella@marriott.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: michaelyianilos 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Expansion 
Date: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 9:07:55 AM 

I am writing this letter to voice my support for the port expansion project. This project is a positive for 
every business in south florida, including my family business. If we don't expand and modernize port 
everglades, our growth as a city will be restricted. The port economically feeds our city with hundreds 
of thousands of people going on cruises each year and countless containers of cargo. Lastly, we have 
the right people here at Nova Southeastern University to get the job done correctly with minimal 
enviornmental impact. 

I hope this project gets approved with no delay because the City of Fort Lauderdale is ready for the 
expansion. 

Thank you 

mailto:michaelyianilos@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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Via Email terri.jordan‐sellers@usace.army.mil 

July 23, 2013 

Dear USACOE Project Director Terri Jordan‐Sellers: 

I am writing in support of the Port Everglades expansion to keep our port and our economy strong, 
now and into the future. 

Port Everglades is a huge asset to South Florida and it is critical that we move now. We have delayed 
long enough. 

Our business is a chain of 24 retail furniture stores, and we import over 3,000 containers per year. 
Having direct access into Port Everglades of new Panamax container ships would be a huge benefit to 
us and would add jobs to Florida. 

Sincerely, 

Keith Koenig 
President 

cc: Broward Delegation: 
State 
Senators 

State 
Representatives 

Ring, Jeremy ring.jeremy@flsenate.gov Clarke-Reed, Gwyndolen Gwyn.clarke-reed@myfloridahouse.gov 
Smith, Chris smith.chris@flsenate.gov Moraitis, George George.moraitis@myfloridahouse.gov 
Sachs, Maria sachs.maria@flsenate.gov Thurston, Perry Perry.thurston@myfloridahouse.gov 
Sobel, Eleanor sobel.eleanor@flsenate.gov Rogers, Hazelle hazelle.rogers@myfloridahouse.gov 
Braynon, Oscar braynon.oscar@flsenate.gov Waldman, Jim Jim.waldman@myfloridahouse.gov 

Moskowitz, Jared Jared.moskowitz@myfloridahouse.gov 

Edwards, Katie Katie.edwards@myfloridahouse.gov 

Schwartz, Elaine Elaine.schwartz@myfloridahouse.gov 

Gibbons, Joe joe.gibbons@myfloridahouse.gov 

Jones, Shevrin Shevrin.jones@myfloridahouse.gov 

Pritchett, Sharon Sharon.pritchett@myfloridahouse.gov 

Diaz, Manny Manny.diaz@myfloridahouse.gov 

Stark, Richard Richard.stark@myfloridahouse.gov 

Trujillo, Carlos Carlos.trujillo@myfloridahouse.gov 
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John E. Abdo 
President 

July 23, 2013 

Via Email 
Ms. Terri Jordan‐Sellers 
Terri.Jordan‐Sellers@usace.army.mil 

Re: Deepening and Widening of the Port Everglades Harbor 

Dear Ms. Jordan: 

Unfortunately, I am unable to attend the July 23, 2013 Public Hearing concerning the 
above referenced matter. I am, however, wholeheartedly in support of the Port 
Everglades project for my associates and I believe it is extremely important for the 
business community in Broward County as well as the entire South Florida area, both 
now and in the future. In our collected opinion, this project should not be delayed 
further for global competition dictates its need. 

Businesses in South Florida rely heavily on Port Everglades to be one of the strongest 
economic engines in the area if not the entire State of Florida. 

As I am sure you know, Fort Lauderdale through Nova Southeastern University is a 
leading coral reef expert an advantage that Broward County can boast about to the 
entire world. The attention paid to enhancing the reefs both North and South of the 
Broward coastline is desperately needed. 

Port Everglades has always been an environmentally sensitive port for they worked 
hand and glove with the Corps of Army Engineers for over 17 years to research and 
consider every possible alternative to lessen any environmental impact the 
contemplated improvements will have. 

Broward County is an active and dynamically sensitive environmental community and 
has worked hard to demonstrate that commitment with the Southport Turning Notch 
extension where the plants doubled to increase the amount of mangroves to mitigate a 
new Port Everglades redesign. 

Lastly, jobs is a the forefront of what we need not only in Broward County but in the 
entire nation and the new Port Everglades project will accelerate job growth for us 
significantly. 

Very truly yours, 

1350 Northeast 56th Street, Suite 200  Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33334-6108
 
Telephone: 954.491.2191  Facsimile: 954.491.9217
 

Email: jackabdo@abdocompanies.com
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Greetings Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

Photographs do not lie. Depicted is what happens with total neglect showing sand 
accretion north of Port Everglades. 

John U. Lloyd State Park and points south—not shown—have been sand starved as 
a result. 

If you want a deep water port, you then have the obligation to by-pass the natural 
littoral sand flow to the southern shores. Pushing it offshore or into the inlet is also 
an unnatural consequence of inaction. 

A by-pass mechanism should be installed concurrently with a dredging of the inlet 
for these reasons. 

Folks objecting based on their chosen location are in the same boat as homeowners 
next to the airport (noise) and the landfill (smell). 

Respectfully, 

John	Carlson	 
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MAYAN BEACH CLUB CO-OP 1950’s 




 

 

MAYAN BEACH CLUB 2013 showing 60 years of accreted beach  




 

 

 

View before Port Everglades sand by-pass begins
 



  
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

CC-C024413 ESTABLISHED 1983 

July 24, 2013 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 
USACOE Project Director 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I spoke at the 1:00pm hearing at the Broward Convention Center on July 23, 013 and with this 
wanting to put it into writing. As Chairman of the Environmental Committee for the Broward 
Workshop, I strongly recommend the Port widening and deepening project should be approved 
with the input NOAA has put in front of you as well as from Dr. Dick Dodge from Nova University’s 
recommendations.   

Rob Kornahrens 
Representing the Broward Workshop as the Chairman of the Environmental Committee 

1950 NW 22nd Street | Fort Lauderdale| Florida 33311
 
3551 West First Street I Sanford I Florida 32771
 

110 Cumberland Park Drive I Suite 205 I St Augustine I Florida 32095
 

jevert
Text Box
Comment 1

jevert
Line

jevert
Line

jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
051



   
      
   
  

  
  

 
 

 
 

    
  

 
 

   
  

 
    
  

 
   
  

 
   
  

 
    
  

 
 

  
     

  
 

   
  

 
     

  
 

   
  

 
     

  
 

    
  

 
   

   
 

    
  

 
     

  
 

  
  

 
   

  
 

     
  

 
    

  
 

   
  

 
  

     
    

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

   
     

  
  

 
   

      
     

        
       
       

 
        
           
          

       
       

 
 

    
  

       
      

       
        

          
        

     
        

     
 

 
 
 
 

  
   

   
 

  
   
   
    
 

 

Broward County Governmental Center 
115 South Andrews Avenue, Room 429 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 
Phone 954-357-6555 
Fax 954-357-6041 
e-mail: flombardo@broward.org 

Senator Eleanor Sobel 
Chair 

Representative James “Jim” Waldman
Vice Chair 

SENATORS 
Senator Jeremy Ring 
District 29 

Senator Christopher “Chris” Smith 
District 31 

Senator Eleanor Sobel 
District 33 

Senator Maria Lorts Sachs 
District 34 

Senator Oscar Braynon, II 
District 36 

REPRESENTATIVES 
Representative 
Gwyndolen “Gwyn” Clarke-Reed 
District 92 

Representative George Moraitis 
District 93 

Representative Perry E. Thurston, Jr. 
District 94 

Representative Hazelle Rogers 
District 95 

Representative James W. “Jim” Waldman 
District 96 

Representative Jared E. Moskowitz 
District 97 

Representative Katie Edwards 
District 98 

Representative Elaine J. Schwartz 
District 99 

Representative Joseph A. “Joe” Gibbons 
District 100 

Representative Shevrin Jones 
District 101 

Representative Sharon Pritchett 
District 102 

Representative Manny Diaz, Jr. 
District 103 

Representative Richard “Rick” Stark 
District 104 

Representative Carlos Trujillo 
District 105 

DELEGATION STAFF 
Lisa K. Aronson, Int. Executive Director 
Eugene Steinfeld, Delegation Counsel
Faith Lombardo, Admin. Assistant 

July 23, 2013 

Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

On behalf of the Broward Legislative Delegation, thank you for holding 
two meetings to allow the public to participate in the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE) Public Meeting phase pertaining to the Draft 
Feasibility Study/Environmental Impact Statement (FS/EIS) for the 
deepening and widening of the Port Everglades navigation channels. 

Many thanks to the ACOE, the consultant team, and Port Everglades for 
your expedited efforts to issue the draft FS/EIS. We urge your continued 
efforts to issue the Chief of Engineer’s Report in a timely manner to give 
Port Everglades an opportunity to have the project authorized in the 
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) if a Bill is passed by 
Congress in 2013. 

The Broward Legislative Delegation is committed to ensuring that Port 
Everglades continues as a strong economic engine in Broward County 
and throughout South Florida. We are pleased to hear about Port 
Everglades’ plans to stimulate our economy with 7,000 new jobs through 
three major capital expansion projects, including close to 1,500 
permanent positions for the deepening and widening project, while 
working to protect the environment in numerous ways. You all deserve 
recognition for the multitude of efforts made during the past 17 years to 
advance this project and reduce the environmental impacts to artificial 
reef habitats with the proposed relocation and mitigation of coral, 
mangroves and seagrasses. 

Sincerely, 

Eleanor Sobel 
State Senator, District 33 
Chair, Broward Legislative Delegation 

CC:		 Broward Legislative Delegation members 
Board of County Commissioners 
Bertha Henry, County Administrator 
Steven Cernak, Chief Executive & Port Director 
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From: Felici, Kirk 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Thursday, July 25, 2013 11:34:27 AM 

We support the Port Everglades project because it is good for our business, now and in the future. 
Additionally, the Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently 
disadvantage our community in competing for global commerce and Port Everglades is a good 
environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the Corps for 17 years to research and 
consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. Thank you. 

Kirk Felici 

First Vice President/Regional Manager 

Marcus & Millichap 
5201 Blue Lagoon Drive 
Suite 100 
Miami, FL 33126 

(786) 522-7000 ext. 7050
	
(786) 522-7010 fax
	
kirk.felici@marcusmillichap.com <mailto:kirk.felici@marcusmillichap.com>
	

License: FL: BK672851 

Follow us at http://www.Twitter.com/mmreis <http://www.Twitter.com/mmreis> 

Marcus & Millichap Real Estate Investment Services <http://www.marcusmillichap.com/> 

Marcus & Millichap Real Estate Investment Services of Florida, Inc. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE and DISCLAIMER: This email message is intended only for the person or 
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any unauthorized 
review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact 
the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. If you are the intended 
recipient but do not wish to receive communications through this medium, please so advise the sender 
immediately. Nothing in this communication should be interpreted as a digital or electronic signature 
that can be used to authenticate a contract or other legal document. The recipients are advised that the 
sender and Marcus & Millichap are not qualified to provide, and have not been contracted to provide, 
legal, financial, or tax advice, and that any such advice regarding any investment by the recipients must 
be obtained from the recipients’ attorney, accountant, or tax professional. 

mailto:Kirk.Felici@marcusmillichap.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:kirk.felici@marcusmillichap.com
http://www.twitter.com/mmreis
http://www.twitter.com/mmreis
http://www.marcusmillichap.com/
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From: Luis Pinochet 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Dredging works 
Date: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 3:42:49 PM 

Good Afternoon, 

I attended the two public meetings held yesterday in the Broward Convention Center. As I carefully 
listened all opinions and positions presented, I'm convinced that the Army Corps of Engineers must 
proceed without delay to start the dredging and widening works in the access and inner channels of 
Port Everglades. 

Environmental issues will occur, and will always occur when an initiative of this sort is launched. The 
good thing is that in the United States, mitigation procedures are applied, and the impact on the 
environment and living creatures is minimal and well managed, which is not the case of some other 
countries that grow every year at impressing economic growing rates, without any respect for the 
surrounding environment. Without any doubt, the ACOE will not deploy any project without fully 
complying with all environmental impact policies, therefore environmental protecting groups may rest 
assured that our environment will be benefitted with this initiative. 

Finally, If Port Everglades does not it, another port will do, and the whole Broward community will be 
affected by such decision. 

Best Regards, 

Luis A. Pinochet 

Administration & Finance Director 

Florida International Terminal, LLC 

P.O. Box 460970
	

Phone: (954) 761-3880 Ext.215
	

E-mail: lpinochet@fitpev.com <mailto:lpinochet@fitpev.com>
	

http://www.fitpev.com <http://www.fitpev.com/>
	

Quality Service in Port Everglades since 2005 

mailto:lpinochet@fitpev.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:lpinochet@fitpev.com
http://www.fitpev.com/
http://www.fitpev.com/
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From: Lawrence DeRose 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Harbor Dredging and Deepening 
Date: Thursday, July 25, 2013 1:40:44 PM 

I would like to submit this as my official comments on the subject. 

I have lived here in Hollywood or vicinity my entire life since 1955, fishing, crabbing, and salt water 
sports during my years. Since the early sixties I was eyewitnessing the decline of the fisheries and 
water quality into the beginning eighties. Once the environmental rules were being enforced a 
turnabout occurred resulting in a reversal of the decline of water quality, the fisheries, and the wetlands 
habitats. 

I have seen the benefits of the environmental regulations in our community and report we have 
restored the ecosystem to its prior well being based on the visual experiences I have had. 

I am a civil engineer and have been doing work at Port Everglades since 1985. During this period the 
Port has been a good custodian of the environment and will continue its leadership in balancing the 
economic desires of our community with the environmental sensitivity of our community. 

Therefore I can say with an up close knowledge of both the environment and the Port, that this harbor 
dredging/deepening project should be supported because it will accomplish all the goals we as a 
community hold dear, and it will benefit our region in every important way a project should. 

Lawrence DeRose, P.E., Vice President 

DeRose Design Consultants, Inc. 

470 South Andrews Avenue 

Suite 206 

Pompano Beach, Florida 

Telephone: 954 - 942 - 7703 

www.derosedesignconsultants.com <blocked::http://www.derosedesignconsultants.com> 

mailto:lderose@deroseconsultants.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.derosedesignconsultants.com/
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From: Paul Marko 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades PowerPoint presentation 
Date: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 4:41:06 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

image002.png 
image003.png 
image004.png 

Ms. Jordan-Sellers, thank you very much for the very informative presentation yesterday at 1PM. 

I was wondering if you can reply to me with the website address of the presentation. The Port 
Everglades Harbor Feasibility Fact Sheet does not have it noted as mentioned during the meeting. 

Thank you – 

Stiles - Invest. Build. Manage. 

Paul Marko
	
President | Stiles Realty
	

954-627-9147 | Cell: 954-232-5586
	

301 E Las Olas Blvd, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 | 954.627.9300 | WWW.STILES.COM
	
<http://www.stiles.com>
	

Stiles LinkedIn <http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380>
	

Stiles Facebook <http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate>
	

Stiles YouTube <http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage>
	

mailto:Paul.Marko@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.stiles.com/
http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380
http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate
http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage
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From: Phil McNally 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Project 
Date: Thursday, July 25, 2013 10:44:08 AM 

I had the pleasure of attending the forum this past Tuesday the 23rd at the convention center and 
wanted to commend you and the other members from Jacksonville for a job well done. 

I have been a member of the business community in Ft. Lauderdale since 1983, and our banking 
customers are heavily represented in the commercial marine community. Many Port Everglades 
Association members bank with Paradise Bank, and I am a director of the Association and also serve on 
the executive committee of the board. 

The dredging project and expansion of the turning notch are vital to the future of our Port and the 
continued prosperity of our marine interests. We therefore wholeheartedly support the proposed 
projects and thank you in advance for expediting the successful completing of these essential 
improvements. 

Philip McNally 

Area President 

cid:image001.jpg@01CA677E.6ACD4C60 

540 North Federal Highway 

Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 

Phone: (954) 764-8778 

Fax: (954) 764-4985 

Cell: (954) 648-9729 

pmcnally@paradisebank.com <mailto:pmcnally@paradisebank.com> 

www.paradisebank.com <http://www.paradisebank.com/> 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: The information contained in this transmission is privileged and confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this 
message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or 
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, do 
not read it. Please immediately reply to the sender that you have received this communication in error 
and then delete it. Thank you. 

mailto:pmcnally@paradisebank.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:pmcnally@paradisebank.com
http://www.paradisebank.com/
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From: Eric Rahn 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Project 
Date: Thursday, July 25, 2013 11:53:41 AM 

Peterson Fuel Delivery is a small locally owned fuel barge company servicing the Ft. Lauderdale water 
ways. We are a unique fuel delivery service that survives on the ability to deliver fuel to commercial 
waterborne equipment and vessels. This project is important to Peterson and to the contractors, as we 
save the project considerable amount time and money for the service we provide. The contractor does 
not have to break down their equipment to replenish their fuel supply. 

As a small local company this project would be of significant importance. 

• Port Everglades is the gateway for International Trade and Cruise Vacations. It is one of the 
busiest cruise ports in the world and one of the Nation’s leading container ports. In addition, Port 
Everglades is the main seaport for receiving petroleum products, including gasoline, jet fuel and other 
alternative fuels. 

• The Port currently supports over 11,700 direct jobs locally and a total of 201,000 jobs within the 
State of Florida, not to mention those associated jobs throughout the country. The total regional 
economic activity attributable to Port Everglades is over $15.3 billion dollars. 

• In order to remain a leader in International Trade, Port Everglades must have deeper water to 
accommodate the newer, larger generation of cargo ships that are expected to pass through the 
expanded Panama Canal in 2015. 

• It is an important advance in the DEIS that NOAA, the federal agency in charge of the oceans 
and its health, is a formal partner and has proposed a reasonable, cost-effective, and scientifically 
credible mitigation alternative. 

• For speedy resolution of environmental issues I recommend supporting the NOAA plan to 
grow and replace corals up and down the Broward County Coastline and to afford NOAA a leadership 
and responsibility role in mitigation design and implementation. 

We support this project, 

Eric Rahn 

Managing Director 

mailto:eric@petersonfuel.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
jevert
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Peterson Fuel Delivery 

1091 SE 17th Street 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33316 

Tel: 954-790-6604 

Fax: 954-764-0769 

Toll Free:866 -404-3835 

www.PetersonFuel.com <http://www.petersonfuel.com/> 

http://www.petersonfuel.com/
http:www.PetersonFuel.com


 
  

 
     

   

                

         

                    
 

              
                   

               
        

            

    

 

From: Lisa Apicella 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 12:33:11 PM 

Good Afternoon Ms. Jordan-Sellers,
	

I am writing to voice my comments on the deepening and widening of the Port Everglades Harbor.
	

It is my opinion that this project should go forward.
	

This state is in need of an economic boost and this project is just the type of enhancement that will do
	
just that.
	

I believe that the Port is one of the strongest economic engines in Florida and
	
not only will this project create jobs, but it will help to keep businesses that depend on the Port running 
strong. 

Not to mention the much-needed enhancements to reefs up and down the Broward coastline that will 
also take place as a result of this project.
	

It is my belief that this project should not be delayed any further.
	

Thank you for your time,
	

Lisa Apicella
	

mailto:limarie515@yahoo.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Cahlin, Jim (US) 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades, Fort Lauderdale Expansion Project 
Date: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 5:13:01 PM 

As a 30+ year resident of Fort Lauderdale and full time working professional, I endorse the proposed 
expansion project for Port Everglades to assure our community remains competitive in today’s business 
environment. My endorsement includes the following: 

* The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. 
* Business counts on Port Everglades to remain one of the strongest economic engines in Florida. 
Even though my business isn’t directly tied to the Port, the $26 billion in annual economic activity 
generated by the Port benefits all Broward residents. 
* Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an 
advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 
* Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the 
Corps for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. 
* Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that understands the port’s 
significance as an economic engine and that there are ways to grow the port while protecting and 
enhancing the environment. This cooperative effort has already been demonstrated with the Southport 
Turning Notch extension, a project in which the Port, Audubon Society and the state of Florida agreed 
to a plan that will double the amount of mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign to accommodate 
several new cargo shipping berths. 
* Industry at Port Everglades creates jobs. 

Thank you. 

Jim Cahlin 

Senior Vice President 

Jones Lang LaSalle 

200 E. Broward Boulevard #1030 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 

OFF: (954) 653-3240 

CEL: (954) 560-1005 

Jim.cahlin@am.jll.com 

This email is for the use of the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this email in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and then delete it. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not 
keep, use, disclose, copy or distribute this email without the author's prior permission. We have taken 
precautions to minimize the risk of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your 
own virus checks on any attachment to this message. We cannot accept liability for any loss or damage 
caused by software viruses. The information contained in this communication may be confidential and 
may be subject to the attorney-client privilege. If you are the intended recipient and you do not wish to 
receive similar electronic messages from us in the future then please respond to the sender to this 
effect. 

mailto:Jim.Cahlin@am.jll.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: toula.amanna@gmail.com on behalf of Toula Amanna Flashback Diner 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Thursday, July 25, 2013 7:24:59 AM 

Our company and I support the project in every way.
	
I believe change and progress that we direct proactively is the only way to assure that the area will
	
have the best infrastructure to handle the future and create the best possible environment for the
	
residents and businesses.
	

Toula Amanna
	
Flashback Diner
	
220 South Federal Hwy
	

Hallandale Beach, Fl, 33009
	
954-454-8300
	

Toula.Amanna@FlashbackDiner.com 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: The information contained in this email is intended only for the use of the 
individual or entity named above and may contain information that is privileged, Confidential and 
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, 
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copy of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete 
the mail. Thank you. 

mailto:toula.amanna@gmail.com
mailto:toula.amanna@flashbackdiner.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Andrew Cagnetta 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Support for Port Everglades 
Date: Thursday, July 25, 2013 11:13:48 AM 

Terri, 

As a member of the Broward Workshop and a small business owner here in Broward County, 
updating/modernizing the Port is essential to our overall business economy. Access to raw materials 
at reasonable prices is the lifeblood of many small businesses. The Port is an important cog in 
creating and maintaining jobs. 

Please move forward with the project as soon as possible! 

Andy Cagnetta 
CEO 
Transworld Business Advisors, LLC 
754-224-3109 

mailto:ac@tworld.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Rafael.L.Ramos@uscg.mil on behalf of Ramos, Rafael L YN2 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Advocacy for Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 10:14:10 AM 
Importance: High 

Mrs. Jordan: 

I respectfully echoes the voice of many families around the Broward county. We need this project to 
secure our legacy to our children. Here are some important key notes of why is so important to invest in 
our community. 

* Port Everglades is the fuel hub for all of South Florida. It handles jet fuel for the 4 international 
airports (FLL, MIA, PBX and SW Intl. in Fort Myers) and provides gas for 12 counties. 

* Port Everglades is the 3rd busiest cruise port in the world. (3.7 million multi-day passengers 
sailed in Broward County in 2012.) 
* Port Everglades is home to the largest single ship terminal in the world - the 5,400+ passenger 
Oasis and Allure of the Seas ships. 

* Currently, Port Everglades supports 11,600 direct jobs locally for a total of 201,000 jobs 
statewide. 

* The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. 

* Businesses count on Port Everglades to remain one of the strongest economic engines in Florida. 

* The attention the project money will devote to enhancing reefs up and down the Broward 
coastline is much needed. 

* Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an 
advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 

* Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the 
Corps for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. 

Finally The Expansion is vital to the interests of Broward County and to the income work of United Way 
of Broward County, and the jobs that will create directly support to our Working Families. God bless 
America! 

V/r 

YN2 RAFAEL L. RAMOS 
(305) 415- 7056 
CGD SEVEN (dpa) 
ADMIN/TRAVEL CLAIM POC 
CGD SEVEN Unit Health Promotion Coordinator 

mailto:Rafael.L.Ramos@uscg.mil
mailto:Rafael.L.Ramos@uscg.mil
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Anne Hotte 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: In Support of Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 05, 2013 10:14:40 AM 

Dear Terri, 

It was so nice to see everyone at the Convention Center in Fort Lauderdale! As you mentioned, it was 
a great turnout considering this is the middle of summer, in the middle of the day! People truly care 
about Port Everglades as we understand the critical and vital role the Port plays in our economic 
development. All would agree that $26 Billion is significant! As 80% of the Port is geographically 
located in Hollywood, the Greater Hollywood Chamber of Commerce cannot emphasize enough the 
importance for the Port to remain competitive as the Panama Canal opens up and larger ships are being 
built. 

Our chamber is composed of 860 businesses and many of them are heavily dependent on Port 
Everglades remaining the #3 cruise port in the world and #1 container port in Florida. The reality is 
that cruise and cargo ships alike are getting larger as they prove to be financially economical. It is 
understood that the current depth and width of our channel will not be able to handle the new ships. 

It is critical for us to support this project for the jobs it will bring and the jobs it will retain. As you 
know, jobs mean disposable income, which yields commerce...and commerce is vital to the quality of life 
of any community. It is critical for us to support this project for the enhanced safety it will provide as 
larger ships reach our port. Finally, it is critical for us to support this project as we are uniquely 
positioned to transfer cargo to rail or to air all in the same area! We will be a model for efficient and 
expedient intermodal transport. 

I also must applaud the efforts of the ACOE in identifying the deepening modality that would best 
economically benefit the Port while minimizing the environmental impact. The 48’ recommendation as 
opposed to the 50’ original proposal is significantly changing the environmental impact while reaching 
the economic goal. I believe the 58% reduction of impact on coral reefs and the 98% reduction of 
impact on mangroves to be excellent news and is in keeping with the Port’s proven commitment to 
good environmental stewardship as demonstrated with the mitigation of the Southport Turning Notch 
and its alliances with NOAA (National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Organization) and the Nova 
Southeastern University Oceanographic Center. The commitment of NOAA and Dr. Dodge, Dean of the 
NSU Oceanography Center to identify creative avenues for mitigation is a testimonial to the investment 
of the entire community to support this project. 

We would certainly hope that at the same time, the Sand Bypass proposed for Broward County would 
be created, ensuring beach re-nourishment for beaches south of Port Everglades. 

As for all things, time is of the essence and your diligent collaboration in making this happen in a timely 
manner is greatly appreciated. 

mailto:anne@hollywoodchamber.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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Thank you for making this Port Everglades expansion project a priority for the Army Corps of Engineers. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Anne Signature.JPG 

Anne T. Hotte, CEO/Executive Director 

Greater Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 

330 North Federal Hway 

Hollywood, FL 33020 

Tel: 954.923.4000 x13 

Cell: 954.815.9698 

Anne@Hollywoodchamber.org 

www.HollywoodChamber.org 

cid:4C7F47BC-E0F8-4A55-AFCE-5E1F769CA520@local 

http:www.HollywoodChamber.org
mailto:Anne@Hollywoodchamber.org


 
  

        
     

                      
 

                         
               

                     
     

                       
      

                    
                

 
                    

 
                       
               

                       
                     
                     

     
                     
                     

   
                     

         
                     

                
                     

               
      

     

     

   

    

  

 

     

From: Jiovenetta, Genevra 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Please review my comments on the Port Everglades Project 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 9:12:02 AM 

* Port Everglades is a $143 million enterprise earning all of its revenue from Port commerce, none 
from taxpayers. 
* Port Everglades is the fuel hub for all of South Florida. It handles jet fuel for the 4 international 
airports (FLL, MIA, PBX and SW Intl. in Fort Myers) and provides gas for 12 counties. 
* Port Everglades is the 3rd busiest cruise port in the world. (3.7 million multi-day passengers 
sailed in Broward County in 2012.) 
* Port Everglades is home to the largest single ship terminal in the world - the 5,400+ passenger 
Oasis and Allure of the Seas ships. 
* Port Everglades is embarking on three critical expansion projects that are projected to create 
7,000 new jobs regionally and support 135,000 jobs statewide over the next 15 years for a total 
143,000 jobs. 
* Currently, Port Everglades supports 11,600 direct jobs locally for a total of 201,000 jobs 
statewide. 
* These key expansion projects are expected to be completed over the next six years and will add 
up to five berths, widen and deepen the channel and bring freight rail into the Port. 
* Port Everglades is the No. 1 container port in Florida and 12th largest in the United States. 
* Supporting the Port Everglades project is good for my business now and in the future. 
* The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. 
* Businesses count on Port Everglades to remain one of the strongest economic engines in Florida. 
* The attention the project money will devote to enhancing reefs up and down the Broward 
coastline is much needed. 
* Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an 
advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 
* Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the 
Corps for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. 
* Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that "gets it," as they have 
proven with the Southport Turning Notch extension where they planted and grew double the amount of 
mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign. 

Industry at Port Everglades creates jobs. 

Gina Jiovenetta - Clark RN 

OPtime / Anesthesia Team 

TRC 3501 N Commerce Pkwy 

Miramar, Fla. 33025 

Desk- 954-276-4054 

fax -954-276-5387 

mailto:GJiovenetta@mhs.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Stewart Martin 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Comments 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 10:24:07 AM 
Attachments: image003.png 
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Terri: 

I am a lifelong resident of the Fort Lauderdale area and feel compelled to urge your support of this 
project. Port Everglades is a vital link to the economic success of many counties in Florida and has a 
direct impact on hundreds of thousands of Floridians statewide. This project is key to our 
competitiveness with other States and Countries who stand to gain from the Panama Canal expansion. 

Clearly there are environmental considerations, but I believe they have been formally addressed by the 
private and public partnership of professionals long involved in the process. 

We look forward to a successful vote of confidence to move this project forward. 

Warmest Regards, 

Stewart 

MMA Logo 

STEWART MARTIN 

SVP, Producer 

1000 Corporate Drive, Suite 400 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33334 
T: 954-267-8592 
C: (954) 816-9902 
F: (954) 233-2440 

Seitlin Logo 

smartin@mma-fl.com <mailto:smartin@mma-fl.com > 
www.mma-fl.com 

2012 Healthiest Employers - South Florida Business Journal 
2011 Top Insurance Firm in South Florida - Business Leader Magazine 
2011 Best Places to Work - South Florida Business Journal 
2010 Best Independent Agency to Work For - Insurance Journal Magazine 
2009, 2011 South Florida Worksite Wellness Award 

mailto:SMartin@mma-fl.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:smartin@mma-fl.com
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In Logo <http://www.linkedin.com/company/seitlin> Twitter Logo <https://twitter.com/#!/Seitlin> Blog 
Logo <http://seitlin.blogspot.com/> Facebook Logo 
<http://www.facebook.com/pages/Seitlin/205952772775044> 

This e-mail transmission and any attachments that accompany it may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law and is intended solely 
for the use of the individual(s) to whom it was intended to be addressed. If you have received this e-
mail by mistake, or you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, dissemination, distribution, 
copying or other use or retention of this communication or its substance is prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please immediately reply to the author via e-mail that you 
received this message by mistake and also permanently delete the original and all copies of this e-mail 
and any attachments from your computer. Please note that coverage cannot be bound or altered by 
sending an email. You must speak with or receive written confirmation from a licensed representative of 
our firm to put coverage in force or make changes to your existing program. Thank you. 

http://www.linkedin.com/company/seitlin
https://twitter.com/#!/Seitlin
http://seitlin.blogspot.com/
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Seitlin/205952772775044


 
  

  
     

                 
                

 
    

       

From: John Valentine 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades expansion 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 9:26:15 AM 

As a business school faculty member at Florida Atlantic University, I would like to lend my support to
	
the Port Everglades expansion. This is critical for the future of business and the community in South
	
Florida.
	
Thank you.
	
Professor John A. Valentine
	

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE Smartphone
	

mailto:valentin@fau.edu
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: RMParillaJr@aol.com 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 9:44:21 AM 

Dear: Ms. Jordan-Sellers 

The Broward Workforce Development Board (BWDB), The Workforce One Council of Elected Officials 
and WorkForce One Employment Solution would like to express our support for the Port Everglades 
expansion project in its many phases. 

WorkForce One Employment Solutions is the administrative entity for the Broward Workforce 
Development Board/WorkForce One Council of elected officials which is the designated Workforce 
Investment Board under the federal Workforce Investment Act of 1998. We operate three one stop 
career centers in Broward where job seekers go to find jobs and employers go to find talent. We also 
operate youth programs to get young people to stay in school, get jobs, and give them jobs for the 
summer. We see over 140,000 people per year. 

The BWDB and its elected officials have noted that the key to getting people jobs is more jobs rather 
than more job training. At one time we had as many as six (6) unemployed people in Florida for every 
open job we could find through sophisticated searching of the internet. Currently, even with the 
economic recovery we still have 2.6 jobseekers for every open position (June, 2013). This means that if 
we somehow filled every open position that can be found on the internet, nearly 62% of the 
unemployed would still be unemployed. Clearly job growth is the central issue in South Florida and the 
state. According to the Department of Economic Opportunity, we are not expected to reach the 
previous high level of jobs (Quarter 1, 2007) until 2018. 

The Port expansion will do two things. First, it will create some 7,000 jobs when fully realized and more 
than 134,000 jobs across the state. This is more than the entire state of Florida created over the last 
year (June-June). Secondly, without a widening and deepening of the Port, we will actually lose jobs. 
Ships are getting larger and requiring a deeper draft no matter what happens in Florida’s ports. Ships 
will merely go elsewhere to offload and therefore jobs in south Florida will actually decline. It is vital to 
the economic health and job creation that the projects precede with a sense of urgency. The Board is 
also aware of the extensive environmental mitigation that is being proposed and congratulates the Port 
officials on their hard work in this area. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph M. Parilla, Jr. 

President 

Parilla & Associates 

mailto:RMParillaJr@aol.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: TURNER, KATIE B 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion is Needed NOW! 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 2:49:17 PM 
Importance: High 

Hello Terri, 

I am a long time resident of Fort Lauderdale. I see the benefits of the expansion of Port Everglades for 
this community. 

This will mean more job s and positions to offer to our young graduates to help keep them in this 
community. Without our young folk staying, working, and raising their families here our community will 
decline. I want my kids to come back here after college and contribute to the economic growth and 
development of Broward County. Not to omit the mention of having my grandkids close to me in my 
retiring years, go give them a sense of Broward County pride to go and return as well. 

If the Port expansion project does not move forward, Broward will not be able to compete with other 
ports for the new high capacity cargo ships, and we will lose jobs. Any further delays will permanently 
be a great disadvantage to our community in competing for global commerce. This Expansion is not 
simply a good thing for Broward, it is vital to the economic health and well-being of our community. 

The Port Everglades Expansion is Needed NOW! USACOE please Make it So. Terri Jordan-Sellers make 
it so under your watch! 

Thank you 

Katie B. Turner 
United Way Supporter via 
AT&T Services - Global Engineering Support 

If you realized how powerful your thoughts are, you would never think a negative thought. Rethink 
Possible! 

TEXTING and DRIVING... It Can Wait. 

mailto:kt1285@att.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Campbell, Arlene B 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 1:28:21 PM 

We need this expansion an all the jobs it will bring to the Ft Lauderdale community. 

We also need to keep our competitive edge in the cruise industry which brings lots of $$$$$$ 

To our local economy. 

Arlene B Campbell 

Site Manager, Specialty Care Center & Clinica de Las Americas 

The mission of Broward Health is to provide quality health care to the people we serve and support the 
needs of all physicians and employees. 

This message and any included attachments are intended for the sole use of the individual or entity to 
which it is addressed. This message may contain information that is confidential and protected by 
federal and state law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, 
copying, or distribution of this message is strictly prohibited. If you received this message in error, 
please immediately notify the sender by reply e-mail with a copy to Privacy@browardhealth.org and 
then delete the original message and its attachments without reading or saving the attachments in any 
manner. 

Please be aware that email communication can be intercepted in transmission or misdirected. Please 
consider communicating any sensitive information by telephone, fax or mail. If you do not wish to have 
your information sent by email, please contact the sender immediately. 

mailto:ACAMPBELL@browardhealth.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
070

mailto:Privacy@browardhealth.org


 
  

  
  

     

                 
               

         

 
 
               
         

 
   
   

         

                
                     

               
              

          

From: WEINSTOCK, DAVE 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: WEINSTOCK, DAVE; polrbear@bellsouth.net 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 9:19:33 AM 

I’m a long-time resident in Coral Springs and fully support the Army Corps of Engineers plan for deep -
water expansion at Port Everglades to support the hosting of ships that will be using the 
expanded/deepened Panama Canal that is coming in the near future. 

David Weinstock 
Capacity Engineer 
AT&T-SE - Layer 0-3 Ntwk Eng / Ntwk Plng & Eng / Shared Transport 
SEFlorida (Broward/Palm/Indian River) and LA (Lafayette & New Orleans LATAs) 
Rethink Possible 
9420 Royal Palm Blvd. 
Coral Springs, FL 33065 
Ph 954-752-0693 Fax 954-752-9087 dw9829@att.com <mailto:dw9829@att.com> www.att.com 
<http://www.att.com> 
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are AT&T property, are confidential, and are intended solely 
for the use of the individual or entity to whom this email is addressed. If you are not one of the named 
recipient(s) or otherwise have reason to believe that you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender and delete this message immediately from your computer. Any other use, retention, 
dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. 

mailto:dw9829@att.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:dw9829@att.com
mailto:polrbear@bellsouth.net
mailto:dw9829@att.com
http://www.att.com/
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From: Ryan Shea 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: The Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 9:48:20 AM 
Attachments: image003.png 

image004.png 

Hi Terri, 

As a native and current resident of Fort Lauderdale, I believe the Port Everglades project is good for my 
business now and in the future. 

Thank you,
	

Ryan
	

cid:image007.jpg@01CD7932.E0F10530
	

Ryan Shea GPHR
	

VP – Client Services
	

Right Management
	

1301 E. Broward Blvd.
	

Suite 200
	

Fort Lauderdale FL 33301
	

United States
	

Phone +1 954 334 2512
	

Mobile +1 954 292 2505
	

ryan.shea@right.com <mailto:ryan.shea@right.com>
	

www.right.com <http://www.right.com/>
	

www.rightflorida.com <http://www.rightflorida.com/>
	

cid:image004.png@01CC05D4.B75E2DB0 <http://www.right.com/thought-
leadership/blog/talentplusworkblog.aspx> cid:image005.png@01CC05D4.B75E2DB0 
<http://www.facebook.com/pages/Right-Management-FloridaCaribbean/136331036401731> 
cid:image006.png@01CC05D4.B75E2DB0 <http://twitter.com/#!/RightFlorida> 

mailto:ryan.shea@right.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:ryan.shea@right.com
http://www.right.com/
http://www.rightflorida.com/
http://www.right.com/thought-leadership/blog/talentplusworkblog.aspx
http://www.right.com/thought-leadership/blog/talentplusworkblog.aspx
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Right-Management-FloridaCaribbean/136331036401731
http://twitter.com/#!/RightFlorida
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From: Gordon Merle 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Expansion of Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, July 29, 2013 2:55:19 PM 

As a proud member of the Greater Fort Lauderdale Chamber of Commerce, I hereby support the for 
deepening and widening of our harbor. I feel that this will create new employment opportunities and 
further enhance our economy. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Gordon L. Merle, MCP, A+, CCSP 

Corporate Account Manager 

Description: slp new logo small 

www.slpowers.com <http://www.slpowers.com/> 

email: gmerle@slpowers.com <mailto:gmerle@slpowers.com> 

telephone direct: 561-228-7615 

instant messenger: gordonslpowers 

mailto:GMerle@slpowers.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.slpowers.com/
mailto:gmerle@slpowers.com
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From: Kelly Alvarez Vitale 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: For the expansion of Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, July 29, 2013 1:05:19 PM 
Attachments: facebook.png 

twitter.png 
linkedin.png 
youtube.png 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am in favor of supporting the expansion of Port Everglades. This port is not just an economic driver 
for our Fort Lauderdale community, but also for the region and the state. As other major ports/canals 
begin to expand to increase trade, it's imperative that we stay competitive and are able to compete in a 
global market. 

Sincerely, 

Kelly Alvarez Vitale 
President 
Strategic Philanthropy Inc. 
Tel: 561.985.2418 
Kelly@StrategicPhilanthropyInc.com 
www.StrategicPhilanthropyInc.com 

<https://www.facebook.com/StrategicPhilanthropy> <https://twitter.com/stratphil> 
<http://www.linkedin.com/in/KellyAlvarezVitale> <http://www.youtube.com/DoGoodDoWell> 
<http://www.youtube.com/DoGoodDoWell> 

mailto:kelly@strategicphilanthropyinc.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
https://www.facebook.com/StrategicPhilanthropy
https://twitter.com/stratphil
http://www.linkedin.com/in/KellyAlvarezVitale
http://www.youtube.com/DoGoodDoWell
http://www.youtube.com/DoGoodDoWell
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From: Tom Jennings 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Ft. Laud Port Expansion 
Date: Monday, July 29, 2013 1:58:50 PM 

Terri – I just want to let you know I am in support of the Fort Lauderdale port expansion. International 
commerce is expanding and stimulates our local economy. As a Broward County resident and business 
owner, I see no reason to not get this done. 

Thank you. 

Tom Jennings, CPA
	

Payrolls Plus
	

954-252-8463 (ext. 102)
	

www.payrolls-plus.com <http://www.payrolls-plus.com/>
	

mailto:TomJ@Payrolls-plus.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.payrolls-plus.com/
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From: Frank Herhold 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: gbulfin@gflalliance.org; dan@ftlchamber.com; Bob Swindell; peassn@portbiz.com 
Subject: Port Everglades -- Deepening and Widening of the Navigation Channels -- Support 
Date: Saturday, July 27, 2013 10:05:33 PM 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I attended the 1PM July 23 ACOE Briefing/Public Hearing concerning the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Feasibility Study for Port Everglades. 

In accordance with your request, I am writing in support of the project: 

· It is important to maintain the competitiveness of Port Everglades otherwise Broward County 
loses jobs and economic benefit to other Ports that are able to accommodate the newer class of deep 
draft vessels. 

· The proposed improvements will increase safety for the maritime community which includes 
recreational vessels. As you may know, Fort Lauderdale has earned the title of “Yachting Capital of the 
World” due to our high level of recreational boating activity. 

· Broward County has worked diligently to strike a balance between commerce and the 
environment. 

While I understand Congressional authorization and funding need to be secured for this important 
project, as a Board member of both the Greater Fort Lauderdale Chamber and the Greater Fort 
Lauderdale Alliance, I urge you move forward to the next steps in the process without delay. 

Sincerely, 

Frank F. Herhold 

2609 Alamanda Court 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 

(954) 850-1975 

mailto:fherhold@mindspring.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org
mailto:dan@ftlchamber.com
mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
mailto:peassn@portbiz.com
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From: Cohen, Alan 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Saturday, July 27, 2013 5:55:23 AM 

Hello Terri 

I am writing to add my voice to the chorus of support for widening and deepening Port Everglades. 
The Port is vitally important to the entire county, providing both an outlet for goods that our businesses 
ship out and an entrance for tourists to come and enjoy everything our communities have to offer. 

Thank you 

Alan 

Alan J. Cohen 

City Manager 

City of Sunrise, FL 

Office: (954) 746-3430 

Fax: (954) 746-3439 

email: acohen@sunrisefl.gov <mailto:msalomon@sunrisefl.gov> 

Website: http://www.sunrisefl.gov <http://www.sunrisefl.gov> 

Please note that Florida has a broad public records law, and that all correspondence to me via email 
may be subject to disclosure. 
This message, together with any attachments, is intended only for the addressee. It may contain 
information that is legally privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you are not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, use, or any action 
or reliance on this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please 
notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message, along with any attachments. 

P Think before you print 

mailto:ACohen@Sunrisefl.gov
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:msalomon@sunrisefl.gov
http://www.sunrisefl.gov/
http://www.sunrisefl.gov/
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From: Andrew Taubman 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 9:05:04 PM 

It is imperative this project tale place. It provides jobs and boost local business and tourism. 
Thanks. 

Please excuse typos, sent from my iPhone 

mailto:ataubman12@gmail.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Sylvia Berman 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2013 9:02:42 AM 

Good morning:
	

I would just like to add my comments to the many I am sure you have received.
	

I have watched Port Everglades grow over the last 54 years and seen its impact on Broward County.
	

With the new Panama Canal opening, Port Everglades needs to stay in the forefront to be able to
	
attract all manner of shipping.
	

So much of my business is tied into the port as we specialize in tourism and, of course, cruising.
	

I have been waiting for the Port Project to begin and then be completed for more years than I care to
	
count.
	

I know that the project will be respectful of the coral reefs and our intercoastal needs.
	

I hope that, when the vote comes, it will be approved and not delayed another 10 years. We no longer
	
can wait.
	

Thank you for listening.
	

Sylvia Berman
	

Post Haste Travel
	

Hollywood, Florida
	

954=966=7690
	

mailto:sillieb@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Harley Miller 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades expansion 
Date: Monday, July 29, 2013 10:14:30 AM 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I attended the public forum for the Port Everglades expansion and dredging Tuesday evening, July 23rd 
at the Broward Convention Center, and I would like to add my support for the project on both a 
personal and a business level. 

As a small business owner in South Florida/Fort Lauderdale for the past 40 years, we have seen our 
community grow and prosper, and we have contributed to the growth and have been able to give much 
back to the community as a result of our success. In recent years we have had to cut back and now 
employ about 50% fewer family providers than we did 6 years ago. We see the Port Everglades 
dredging and expansion project as a key to getting our community back on track economically and we 
trust the Corps of Engineers will oversee the and minimize any environmental impact the project might 
have. 

On a personal note, I am a diver and enjoy the reefs to the south of the entrance channel to the Port, 
so I have a vested interest in maintaining & restoring the quality of the 3 reef lines outside the port, as 
well as throughout South Florida. NSU’s Oceanographic Research facility is doing a great job in the 
research of the corals and I appreciate that their expertise is being utilized in this project. With 
everyone’s cooperation, I know that we can minimize environmental impact and have a world class port 
in Broward County. 

Sincerely, 

Harley Miller | President 

Miller Construction Company 
614 South Federal Highway 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 
Direct: (954) 847-0605 | Office: (954) 764-6550 
Fax: (954) 764-5418 | hmiller@millerconstruction.com <mailto:hmiller@millerconstruction.com> 
Visit us online at www.millerconstruction.com <http://www.millerconstruction.com> . 

<http://www.millerconstruction.com/> 

Learn more about Miller. 
<http://www.jobsite123.com/millerconstruction> 

<http://www.facebook.com/millerconstruction> 

mailto:hmiller@millerconstruction.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:hmiller@millerconstruction.com
http://www.millerconstruction.com/
http://www.millerconstruction.com/
http://www.jobsite123.com/millerconstruction
http://www.facebook.com/millerconstruction
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From: Shaw, Ryan 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Friday, July 26, 2013 3:39:20 PM 

Terri, 

This port should be deepened and widened. This is very important for the economy of South Florida. 

Ryan T. Shaw 

Senior Associate 

National Retail Group 

Marcus & Millichap 
5201 Blue Lagoon Drive 
Suite 100 
Miami, FL 33126 

(786) 522-7000 ext. 7087
	
(786) 522-7087 direct
	
(305) 710-7722 mobile
	
(786) 522-7010 fax
	
ryan.shaw@marcusmillichap.com <mailto:ryan.shaw@marcusmillichap.com>
	

License: FL: SL-3046910 

View my profile at http://www.marcusmillichap.com/RyanTShaw 
<http://www.marcusmillichap.com/RyanTShaw> 

Follow us at http://www.Twitter.com/mmreis <http://www.Twitter.com/mmreis> 

Marcus & Millichap Real Estate Investment Services <http://www.marcusmillichap.com/> 

Marcus & Millichap Real Estate Investment Services of Florida, Inc. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE and DISCLAIMER: This email message is intended only for the person or 
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any unauthorized 
review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact 
the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. If you are the intended 
recipient but do not wish to receive communications through this medium, please so advise the sender 
immediately. Nothing in this communication should be interpreted as a digital or electronic signature 
that can be used to authenticate a contract or other legal document. The recipients are advised that 
the sender and Marcus & Millichap are not qualified to provide, and have not been contracted to 
provide, legal, financial, or tax advice, and that any such advice regarding any investment by the 
recipients must be obtained from the recipients’ attorney, accountant, or tax professional. 

mailto:Ryan.Shaw@marcusmillichap.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:ryan.shaw@marcusmillichap.com
http://www.marcusmillichap.com/RyanTShaw
http://www.marcusmillichap.com/RyanTShaw
http://www.twitter.com/mmreis
http://www.twitter.com/mmreis
http://www.marcusmillichap.com/
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From:	 Mike Long 
To:	 Anne Hotte 
Cc:	 Pat Mason; vgreen@greenlakeconsulting.com; dan.casey@klgates.com; Diana Pittarelli; 

andrew.zullo@regions.com; Jenna Martinetti ; Steven S. Farbman; akoslow@becker-poliakoff.com ; Jordan-
Sellers, Terri SAJ 

Subject: Re: Please review and advise 
Date: Thursday, July 25, 2013 2:58:58 PM 

I am in support of this. 

Mike Long 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 25, 2013, at 1:37 PM, "Anne Hotte" <anne@hollywoodchamber.org> wrote: 

I am not sure if you have all read about the wonderful news that the Port Everglades Expansion 
Feasibility report was finally released by the Army Corps of Engineers and that there is a very short 45 
days window for Public Comments. There was an informative session with Q&A and Comments on the 
23rd at Port Everglades and a total of 400 people attended and voiced their support for the port 
Expansion project. Maybe 10 people were against it as they are fanatic divers or environmentalists. It 
was quite impressive to see how our entire community is rallying behind this project. All agree that Port 
Everglades must remain competitive to ensure the well being of our local economy. Hopefully you have 
read my previous email with the letter from Terry Stiles, Stiles Corporation and Chair of the PEAT ( I am 
a member of the Port Everglades Advocacy Taskforce) and Bob Swindell, President /CEO of the 
Alliance. They are asking for letters of support and the text below is what I am proposing to send. We 
have been reminded that the written comments are most important to document the support of our 
community. I would encourage each of you to send a personal letter as well. The letter will be sent to 
Terri Jordan –Sellers. She was at the meeting on Tuesday and was most impressed by the number of 
people in attendance. The PEAT has been awaiting this moment for a few years now. This is our chance 
to make a difference. Please review and advise. 

Anne 

Terri.Jordan -Sellers@usace.army.mil 

Dear Terri, 

It was so nice to see everyone today at the Convention Center in Fort Lauderdale. AS you 
mentioned, it was a great turnout considering this is the middle of summer, in the middle of the day! 
People truly care about Port Everglades as we understand the critical and vital role the Port plays in our 
economic development. All would agree that $26 Billion is significant! 80% of the Port is geographically 
located in Hollywood, and the Greater Hollywood Chamber of Commerce cannot emphasize enough the 
importance for the Port to remain competitive as the Panama Canal opens up and larger ships are being 
built. 

Our chamber is composed of 852 businesses and most of them are heavily dependent on Port 
Everglades remaining #3 cruise port in the world and #1 container port in Florida. Reality is that cruise 
ships are getting larger and cargo ship as well as they prove to be financially more economical. The 
current depth of our channel and the width of our turning notch will not be able to handle the new 
ships . 

mailto:mlong@cphollywoodbeach.com
mailto:anne@hollywoodchamber.org
mailto:pmason@suncu.org
mailto:vgreen@greenlakeconsulting.com
mailto:dan.casey@klgates.com
mailto:dianapitt@yahoo.com
mailto:andrew.zullo@regions.com
mailto:jmartinetti@calvin-giordano.com
mailto:steve@farbmanlaw.com
mailto:akoslow@becker-poliakoff.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
082

mailto:Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:anne@hollywoodchamber.org


                              
               

                  
                  

                      
 

        

                       
            

              
                  

               
             

            
             

               
    

        

                       
           

        

                          
     

        

                       

        

        

        

        

            

            

           

          

          

         

        

        

It is critical for us to support this project for the jobs it will bring and the jobs it will retain. As you 
know, jobs mean disposable income, means commerce...and commerce is vital to the quality of life of 
any community. It is critical for us to support this project for the enhanced safety it will provide as 
larger ships reach our port. It is critical for us to support this project as we are uniquely positioned to 
transfer cargo to rail or to air all in the same area! We will be a model for efficient and expedient 
intermodal transport. 

I also must applaud the efforts of the ACOE to identify the deepening that would best 
economically benefit the Port while minimizing the environmental impact. The 48’ recommendation as 
opposed to the 50’ original proposal is significantly changing the environmental impact while reaching 
the economic goal. I believe the 58% reduction of impact on coral reefs and the 98% reduction of 
impact on mangroves is excellent news as the Port has already proven its commitment to good 
environmental stewardship with the mitigation of the Southport Turning Notch and its alliances with 
NOAA (National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Organization) and the Nova Southeastern University 
Oceanographic Center. The commitment of NOAA and Dr. Dodge, Dean of the NSU Oceanography 
Center to identify creative avenues for mitigation is a testimonial to the investment of the entire 
community to support this project. 

We would certainly hope that at the same time, the Sand Bypass proposed for Broward County 
would be created, ensuring beach re-nourishment for beaches south of Port Everglades. 

As for all things, time is of the essence and your diligent collaboration in making this happen in a 
timely manner is greatly appreciated. 

Thank you for making this Port Everglades expansion project a priority for the Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

Anne T. Hotte, CEO/Executive Director 

Greater Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 

330 North Federal Hway 

Hollywood, FL 33020 

Tel: 954.923.4000 x13 

Cell: 954.815.9698 

Anne@Hollywoodchamber.org 

www.HollywoodChamber.org 

http:www.HollywoodChamber.org
mailto:Anne@Hollywoodchamber.org
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From: Sherman, Taylor 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion Project 
Date: Tuesday, July 30, 2013 4:13:30 PM 

Terri, 

As a banker in Fort Lauderdale, I am writing you in string support of the expansion project for Port 
Everglades. BB&T is a prominent member of the local community and supporter of these port expansion 
projects across the country. They will significantly strengthen local economies with greater commerce, 
especially here in South Florida. 

Furthermore, we are eager to finance this growth and look forward to partnering with business owners 
to that end. If there is anything else we can do in support of this project, please let me know. 

Best Regards, 

Taylor Sherman 
P: (954) 233-0397 
C: (404) 626-3329 
TSherman@BBandT.com 

The information in this transmission may contain proprietary and non-public information of BB&T or its 
affiliates and may be subject to protection under the law. The message is intended for the sole use of 
the individual or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified 
that any use, distribution or copying of the message is strictly prohibited. If you received this message 
in error, please delete the material from your system without reading the content and notify the sender 
immediately of the inadvertent transmission. 

mailto:TSherman@BBandT.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Evan Rosenblatt 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Public Heaing 
Date: Wednesday, July 31, 2013 9:33:37 PM 

Dear Terri, 

I was at the Port Everglades Public Hearing last week and found it very informative. Thank you very 
much for the clarity and discussion on the pros and cons of the proposed deepening and widening 
project. While I understand the potential environmental concerns, I believe the Army Corp has proven 
the thought process effective and properly mitigated the risks to the surrounding area. In addition, I 
find the project extremely important to the future economic growth of South Florida. After 17 years of 
investigation, I fear if the project is put off any further it could greatly put South Florida at a 
disadvantage in the competitiveness of the maritime commerce community. As the Panamax project 
completes, if Port Everglades is not prepared to receive the larger ships at maximum capacity, global 
commerce companies will establish their businesses in other locations. Furthermore, I also believe that 
since tourism is also a huge part of the South Florida economy that the additional tax base from 
economic expansion in the region will only help provide additional funds available to enhance our 
coastlines, including any potential effects to the reefs. Overall, I feel the project will be successful for 
the environment and the economy in the region. 

Once again, thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Evan Rosenblatt 
2428 NW 40 Circle 
Boca Raton, FL 33431 
(954) 205-5237 

Sent from my iPad 

mailto:gators24@aol.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Andrew Duffell 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Corps of Engineers Port Everglades project 
Date: Monday, August 05, 2013 1:16:57 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

image002.png 
image003.png 
image004.png 

Importance: High 

Dear Project Director Jordan-Sellers, 

I write today to express support for the Port Everglades project. Port Everglades is an exception 
economic resource for the entire state of Florida, and particularly for South Florida. It is a vital project 
because it is good for our businesses, now and in the future: the Port project should not be delayed any 
further because it will permanently disadvantage our community in competing for global commerce 
particularly as the Panama Canal upgrades are finished. 

The attention the project money will devote to enhancing reefs up and down the Broward coastline is 
much needed, and Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern 
University, an advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. Port Everglades is a good 
environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the Corps for 17 years to research and 
consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. Broward County has an active and 
dynamic environmental community that understands our need for stewardship of the resources we have, 
they have proven themselves with the Southport Turning Notch extension where they planted and grew 
double the amount of mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign. Finally, and importantly industry at 
Port Everglades creates jobs which support families up and down our region. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or need further input. Best wishes, 

Andrew Duffell 

President & CEO 

Research Park at Florida Atlantic University 

T (561) 416-6092 | M (561) 324-0727 

E aduffell@research -park.org <mailto:aduffell@research-park.org > | W www.research-park.org 
<http://www.research-park.org/ > | Skype AndrewResearchPark 
3651 FAU Boulevard | Suite 400 | Boca Raton | FL | 33431 

cid:image010.png@01CD3417.A1C755E0 
<http://www.facebook.com/ResearchParkatFloridaAtlanticUniversity> 
cid:image011.png@01CD3417.A1C755E0 <http://twitter.com/#!/ResearchParkFAU> 
cid:image012.png@01CD3417.A1C755E0 <http://www.linkedin.com/company/2358563?trk=tyah> 
cid:image013.png@01CD3417.A1C755E0 <http://www.research-park.org/index.cfm? 
fuseaction=emailsignup.form> 

Please note: Florida has a very broad public records law. Most written communications regarding 
Authority business are public records available to the public and media upon request. Your e-mail 
communications may therefore be subject to public disclosure. 

mailto:aduffell@research-park.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:aduffell@research-park.org
http://www.research-park.org/
http://www.facebook.com/ResearchParkatFloridaAtlanticUniversity
http://twitter.com/#!/ResearchParkFAU
http://www.linkedin.com/company/2358563?trk=tyah
http://www.research-park.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=emailsignup.form
http://www.research-park.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=emailsignup.form
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From: Fortin, Michael R 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Fort Lauderdale Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Thursday, August 01, 2013 3:51:19 PM 

Hello Terri, 

I am a business leader in the Fort Lauderdale market that works with clients who need Global Trade 
Services to expand their businesses and create jobs and opportunities in the greater Broward County 
area. 

I understand that you are reviewing the possibility of expanding Port Everglades, and I wanted to let 
you know that this much needed expansion will provide a significant advantage to those business who 
seek to relocate or expand their business in the South Florida area. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kind regards, 

Mike Fortin | Senior Vice President | Sr. Client Manager 
Bank of America, NA 

Global Commercial Banking 

401 E. Las Olas Blvd, 9th Floor, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 

Mail Code: FL6-812-09-01 
( Office-954-766-7441 | ( Cell-954-552-9383 |2 eFax-866-613-5034 | : michael.r.fortin@baml.com 

BofA Logo 

This message, and any attachments, is for the intended recipient(s) only, may contain information that 
is privileged, confidential and/or proprietary and subject to important terms and conditions available at 
http://www.bankofamerica.com/emaildisclaimer. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this 
message. 

mailto:michael.r.fortin@baml.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.bankofamerica.com/emaildisclaimer
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From: Vitale, Randall 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: In Support of Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Friday, August 02, 2013 11:21:45 AM 
Importance: High 

Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

Good morning. I am writing today to show my support for the Port Everglades expansion. 

It is my understanding that we are in a 45-day comment period, and I want to show my unequivocal support of this project to deepen 
and widen the port to accommodate mega-ships expected to pass through the Panama Canal, and hopefully into our port. 

As a life-long South Floridian, I know the important role our ports play in our economic vitality, and this expansion will allow Port 
Everglades to continue to drive economic growth not just for our community, but the entire state of Florida. 

This expansion is absolutely necessary for our community to continue to grow and prosper, and I hope that you and the Army Corps of 
Engineers will expeditiously move this forward. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Randall Vitale 

Randall Vitale, CFP® 

SVP, Fort Lauderdale Market Executive 

Gibraltar Private 

450 East Las Olas Boulevard, Suite 1220, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 | Tel 954.768.5334 | Fax 954.728.2446 | NMLS # 673829 

Best Private Bank 
Best Bank for Real Estate Lending 
- Daily Business Review "Best Of 2012" 

****************************************************************************************************************** 

The information contained in this transmission and attachments may contain privileged and confidential 
information, including proprietary information protected by federal and state laws! It is intended only for 
the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please contact 
the sender immediately and destroy all copies of the original message. 

Disclaimer: This communication is NOT a commitment to lend and it is NOT a secured e-mail transmission. 
Gibraltar Private (the “Bank”) will NOT be committed to lend on the basis of any email 
communication. Please do not send personal, financial, or confidential information such as account 
numbers, SSN, or PIN Numbers via email. Proposed credit facilities will only be effective when all 
definitive loan documentation is executed by all parties and delivered as directed by the Bank (which 

mailto:Rvitale@gibraltarprivate.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Douglas McAuliffe 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades deepening-comment 
Date: Monday, August 05, 2013 11:29:10 AM 

As a Port Everglades Harbor pilot, I know that an increased channel width and depth is vital to 
continued safe operations and future port growth. Future ships are larger and deeper 
and require a significantly larger channel to call at Port Everglades. The ACOE 
plan is an excellent balance between environmental concerns and the need for the port to grow 
and provide jobs for future generations. If this project is not implemented, vessels will call at 
other, more distant, ports and costs and environmental impacts will increase. 

This project is long overdue. We have already turned away a significant number of vessels 
because they are simply too large for our channel. I think that a study spanning over 17 years is more 
than sufficient to come to a conclusion. 

Port Everglades connection to rail, pipeline, and an international airport only a mile away makes Port 
Everglades 
uniquely suited to great efficiency. 

Thank you, 

Douglas McAuliffe 
Co-Managing Pilot 
Port Everglades Pilots Association 
Home Address 
5560 SW 104th Terrace 
Cooper City, FL 33328 
(954)522-4491 
dougmcaul@aol.com 

mailto:dougmcaul@aol.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
139

mailto:dougmcaul@aol.com


 
  

  
  

     

  

                              
               

           
           

              
                

                 
                     

  

                     

              

From: Terry Stiles 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Gail Bulfin (gbulfin@gflalliance.org) 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Monday, August 05, 2013 3:08:40 PM 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

My name is Terry Stiles and I am the Chairman of the Port Everglades Advocacy Team 
(PEAT). We are made up of the Broward Workshop (96 CEOs- 25,500 employees), The Greater Ft. 
Lauderdale Alliance, The Port Everglades Association, Greater Ft. Lauderdale Chamber of Commerce, 
Hollywood Chamber of Commerce, Nova Southeastern University, The Port Pilots Association, the 
Broward County Commission, and over 100 concerned private citizens. We all are supportive of the 
“Deepening and Widening of Port Everglades”. We feel that it is imperative that we take this necessary 
step to remain competitive in the world market. This is the future of our economic growth for South 
Florida and this project will lead us to be a world leader in import and exports, as well as remain a top 
cruise ship location. 

Please give this project every consideration possible. 

mailto:Terry.Stiles@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org
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From: Merri Grace McLeroy 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Thursday, August 01, 2013 9:05:57 PM 

Hello Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I urge you to please approve the Port Everglades Expansion project. Fort Lauderdale, the Venice of the 
Americas, home to the world's largest boat show and one of the top three cruise ports in the nation 
urgently needs port expansion to handle super-tankers and large cruise ships in order to remain a 
viable international shipping and cruise destination. 

Our local government has committed funds to further streamline the flow of port traffic and our 
economy relies on the transportation of both people and freight. 

Located adjacent to Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood International Airport, I do not believe their is another 
port within such close proximity of both rail, road and air hubs. Indeed, Fort Lauderdale, the number 
one container port in Florida and the 12th nationwide, is often the chosen origin and destination of 
shipments to the Caribbean and South America... to nations with which we have trade agreements that 
manufacture products of American raw materials and fabrics that will be re-imported and sold in the 
U.S. and worldwide. 

"We can add or protect 143,000 jobs by moving forward with Port Everglades expansion," says Dan 
Lindblade, president and CEO of the Greater Fort Lauderdale Chamber of Commerce. 

The business owners, municipalities, residents, tourists and offshore commercial partners of Broward 
County and all of Florida urge you to approve the Port Everglades expansion. 

Sincerely, 

Merri Grace McLeroy 
Integrated Marketing Strategies, LLC 

815 SE 2nd St. 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 
Tel | 954.524.6768 
Cel | 954.665.5678 
MGM@SimCommunications.com 
Follow me at Twitter.com/MerriG <http://www.twitter.com/merrig> 
www.SimCommunications.com <http://www.simcommunications.com/> 

This message contains confidential information and is not to be shared or distributed with any outside 
individuals or organizations. 

mailto:mgm@simcommunications.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.twitter.com/merrig
http://www.simcommunications.com/
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From: Doug Watt Inc 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades = JOBS! 
Date: Tuesday, August 06, 2013 11:32:17 AM 
Attachments: PastedGraphic-1.tiff 

Terri, 

I am writing to express my strong support for the deepening and widening of Port Everglades to 
maintain and enhance South Florida's competitiveness with other ports around the world. Port 
Everglades is truly an economic engine for all of South Florida, and is vital to the survival of my 
company (and other similar companies) now and in the future. 

I was born in Ft. Lauderdale, Florida and I own a business that derives over 90% of its revenues from 
clients in the Maritime industry. It is unfortunate that the USACE has allowed this study to drag on for 
so many years, but we are at the point where we can work together to achieve real progress. 

South Florida has developed its reputation as the first choice for shipping companies coming from Latin 
America and through the Panama Canal, which generates thousands of JOBS for Americans. 

Please support the deepening and widening of Port Everglades which will generate jobs and fuel our 
economic recovery.....The time is now! 

Doug Watt 

mailto:doug@dougwattinc.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Eric Grainger 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, August 06, 2013 10:32:47 AM 

Terri, 

I am writing to you today to offer my support the Port Everglades expansion project. 

As some who had worked in the local business community in South Florida for over a decade, I 
understand the importance of the Port, and the impact it has on our local economy. 

I ask that any further delay on the project be averted, as its timing is critical to the success of our local 
economy while we compete for global commerce. 

Hopefully, the fact that Port Everglades has been an asset to addressing impacts of the environment will 
afford us the chance to keep this most -important project on track for approval in the near term. 

Regards, 

Eric 

Eric Grainger MBA, ASCE, ASCSP, LEED® GA 

Associate 

IBI Group (Florida) Inc. 

mailto:Eric.Grainger@IBIGroup.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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2200 Park Central Boulevard North -Suite 100
	

Pompano Beach FL 33064 United States
	

tel 954 974 2200 ext 262
	

email Eric.Grainger@IBIGroup.com <mailto:Eric.Grainger@IBIGroup.com>
	

web www.ibigroup.com
	

fax 954 973 2686
	

NOTE: This e-mail message and attachments may contain privileged and confidential information. If you 
have received this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete this e-mail 
message. 

mailto:Eric.Grainger@IBIGroup.com
http:www.ibigroup.com
mailto:Eric.Grainger@IBIGroup.com


  
 

     

              
              

     
                                                                                        

From: Capt.Bri 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades 
Date: Thursday, August 08, 2013 10:40:33 AM 

Port Everglades has been waiting and waiting some more for approval of it's Dredging projects 
.Justification is almost this simple;Ports have pretty much remained the same size while ships continue 
to grow in size and draft. 

Brian F. Hanley 
Capt.Bri 

bfhpilot@aol.com 

mailto:bfhpilot@aol.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Susan K Robin 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Support for Port Everglades Project 
Date: Tuesday, August 06, 2013 5:59:44 PM 

I completely support the Port Everglades deepening and widening project. It is good for my business
	
and good for the community. Best of all – the costs will be paid from port commerce, not the
	
taxpayers. This project will create new jobs and keep Port Everglades on the worldwide freight map.
	

I strongly support it!
	

Thanks,
	

Sue Robin
	

Robin Law Logo -1logo_Final_ROB65481.jpg
	

Susan K. Robin, Esq.
	
www.robin -law.com <http://www.robin-law.com/>
	

REAL ESTATE, CORPORATE & HOSPITALITY LAW 

18305 Biscayne Blvd., Suite 302, Aventura, FL 33160 

T 305.468.4601 F 305.356.7139 C 305.206.8224 

Email: srobin@robin-law.com <mailto:srobin@robin-law.com> 

The information contained in this transmission may be attorney/client privileged and confidential. It is 
intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity(ies) named above. If you are not an intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not an intended recipient, please contact the sender by 
reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. *** Computer viruses may be transmitted via 
email. Sender accepts no liability or responsibility for any damage caused by any virus transmitted with 
this email. *** Pursuant to Internal Revenue Service guidance, we inform you that any U.S. federal tax 
advice contained in this communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise specifically stated, 
was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties 
under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
matters addressed herein. *** A portion of our practice involves the collection of debt and any 
information you provide will be used for that purpose if we are attempting to collect a debt from you. 

Please consider the environment before printing this email 

mailto:srobin@robin-law.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.robin-law.com/
mailto:srobin@robin-law.com
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From: snielsen@princesscruises.com 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: mmk@portportbiz.org 
Subject: USACOE Feasibil;ity Study & Economic Impact Statement for Port Everglades 
Date: Thursday, August 08, 2013 11:04:31 AM 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 

In addition to being the gateway for International Trade and one of the busiest cruise ports in the 
world, Port Everglades serves as the home port for 6 of the 17 ships in the Princess Cruises fleet. We 
have 163 scheduled calls moving nearly one million passengers through Port Everglades in 2014. 

Over 11,700 direct local jobs and 201,000 statewide jobs are supported by the business generated 
through Port Everglades with a regional economic impact in excess of $15.3 billion. 

The expansion of the Panama Canal secheduled for completion in 2015 will allow larger and deeper 
ships carrying more cargo, containers, petroleum products and passengers to transit between the 
Atlantic and Pacific. In order to retain its leadership position in international trade it is essential that 
Port Everglades is able to accommodeta these larger more cost efficient ships which will replace the 
smaller less efficient ships currently transitting the Canal. This reqires deepening the Port or lose the 
traffic. 

Even with today's traffic and size of vessels calling at Port Everglades, deepening of the Port is essential 
to mitigating the current congestion caused by insufficent depth required to manuver around vessels 
already alongside certain berths in Port Everglades. This has a significant impact on not only our 
schedules but also on the shoreside operations, including Customs and Border Protection, who are 
standing by idily waiting for the ships to come alongside. 

We fully support NOAA's cost effective, reasonable and scientifically credible plan to grow and replace 
corals along Broward County's coastline as a part of the mitigating solutions to the environmental 
impact of the required deepening in Port Everglades. We urge NOAA be afforded a leadership role in its 
mitigating design and implementaition. 

Very truly yours, 

Steve Nielsen 
Vice President, Shore Operations - Caribbean & Atlantic 
Princess Cruises 
3721 SW 30th Avenue 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33312 
Office: 954 525 8520 
Cell: 954 614 4598 
E-Mail: snielsen@princesscruises.com 

The information contained in this email and any attachment may be confidential and/or legally privileged 
and has been sent for the sole use of the intended recipient. If you are not an intended recipient, you 
are not authorized to review, use, disclose or copy any of its contents. If you have received this email in 
error please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the message. Thank you. 

To the extent that the matters contained in this email relate to services being provided by Princess 
Cruises to Carnival Australia/P&O Cruises Australia, Princess is providing these services under the terms 
of a Services Agreement between Princess Cruises and Carnival Australia. 

mailto:snielsen@princesscruises.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:mmk@portportbiz.org
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From: Elaine Fitzgerald 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: I Support Port Everglades Project 
Date: Thursday, August 08, 2013 3:31:22 PM 

I am a small hotelier in greater Fort Lauderdale, and I support the Port Everglades project and want it 
to move forward. The continued growth and care of Port Everglades is critical to my business. My 
livelihood depends, in large part, on pre and post cruise stays by vacationers who travel here to catch 
cruises at Port Everglades. My staff and I also benefit indirectly on the extra tax base that helps boost 
the entire area in general with an active, healthy and diverse Port business. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine Fitzgerald, President/CEO 
Beach Vacation Rentals 
http://www.4rentbythebeach.com 

Cottages by the Ocean (Superior Small Lodgings member) 
Pineapple Place (Superior Small Lodgings member) 
Sunny Place (Superior Small Lodgings member) 
Pompano Yacht & Beach Club 
Bahama Beach Club (Superior Small Lodgings member) 
Pelican Place (Superior Small Lodgings member) 

Corporate Office: 
1937 E. Atlantic Blvd., Suite 102 
Pompano Beach, FL 33060 

(954) 283-1111 RESERVATIONS 
(954) 942-2424 Corporate Office 
(954) 942-2423 fax 
(954) 471-6704 cell 

Enjoy fully outfitted vacation condos, cottages and apartments for about the price of a single hotel 
room. 

- Multiple White Glove Award Winner by the Superior Small Lodging Association 
- Awarded 2009 Pompano Beach Chamber Small Business of the Year 
- Recommended in New York Times Sunday Travel Article as Best Place to Stay 

mailto:elaine@ourprteam.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.4rentbythebeach.com/
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From: Terry Levi 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Date: Thursday, August 08, 2013 10:05:34 PM 

It’s critical that the entrance channel to Port Everglades be widened. 

Thanks very much, 
Terry 

<http://myperfectkitchen.co> 

visit my website: http://myperfectkitchen.co/ 

mailto:etldesign2@gmail.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://myperfectkitchen.co/
http://myperfectkitchen.co/
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From: renewalspa1 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Port Everglades project 
Date: Friday, August 09, 2013 12:25:59 PM 

Dear Terri Jordan-Sellers, USACOE Project Director:
	

Please except this email to show my support of the Port Everglades project.
	
I agree with all the following points and wish to have this project move foreword as soon as possible.
	
Thank you for all your hard work and lets get this project started.
	

* We support the Port Everglades project because it is good for my business, now and in the future. 
* The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. We’ve waited too long already. 
* Business counts on Port Everglades to remain one of the strongest economic engines in Florida. 
Even though my business isn’t directly tied to the Port, the $26 billion in annual economic activity 
generated by the Port benefits all Broward residents. 
* Fort Lauderdale is the home of leading coral reef experts at Nova Southeastern University, an 
advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 
* Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they worked closely with the 
Corps for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. 
* Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that understands the port’s 
significance as an economic engine and that there are ways to grow the port while protecting and 
enhancing the environment. This cooperative effort has already been demonstrated with the Southport 
Turning Notch extension, a project in which the Port, Audubon Society and the state of Florida agreed 
to a plan that will double the amount of mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign to accommodate 
several new cargo shipping berths. 
* Industry at Port Everglades creates jobs. 

Our local legislators have been supportive of the Port and we’d like them to know that they are not 
alone. Their constituents are supportive as well. 

Thanks George White 
Renewal Spa 
3800 S Ocean Drive G5 
Hollywood, FL 33019 
954 455-6588 
renewalspa1@comcast.net 
www.renewalspas.com 

mailto:renewalspa1@comcast.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: John Dohm 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades - Harbor Deepening 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 3:57:16 PM 

Good Afternoon Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I would like to add my voice to those in support of the project to deepen and widen the Port 
Everglades Harbor (aka the "deep dredge") to -48-50'. 

Just one hundred years ago the Panama Canal opened to water traffic between Asia and the east coast 
of North America. As the canal was under construction Henry Flagler saw the possibilities and set about 
bringing his railroad all the way down to the only US deepwater port between Norfolk and New Orleans, 
Key West. Even though Florida was sparsely settled back in 1913 it was still going to be faster to put 
cargo on that train and bring it to points north than wait for the ships to arrive. He didn't wait for the 
canal to be finished, he went ahead so that his trains would be there when the ships came in. 

Here we are 100 years later and Florida is the 3rd largest state in the US, South Florida is the largest 
consumer market in Florida, our Tri-County population is nearing 6 -million, and we are the only South 
American capital located within the United States. We are also the consumer capital of the Southeast, 
and we are still growing. 

We have some of the largest infrastructure projects in our history going on: expansion of Miami 
International Airport (MIA), expansion of Fort Lauderdale - Hollywood International (FLL), renovations 
at PortMiami (including a deep dredge, ICTF, new cranes and a tunnel connecting it to the interstate), 
expansions of Port Everglades (including and ICTF, new cranes, improved FTZ, and overpass connecting 
it to the interstate highway system and, we hope, a deep dredge), all of our major interstate and 
limited access interchanges (I-95, I-595, SR 836, SR 826, Turnpike and Gratigny), a second commuter 
rail and a high-speed rail connecting South Florida with Orlando. I would say that demonstrates serious 
commitment by our citizens, our business community and our elected officials. 

We need this deep dredge at Port Everglades because one deepwater port capable of accepting and 
offloading Post Pamamax ships is just not enough. Over 45% of the goods originating in Asia and 
consumed in Florida come through ports outside of Florida. That means that they are either trucked 
across the entire US from California or, worse yet, brought past Miami and Port Everglades to north 
ports and then trucked back. That is absurd! 

Now add to the Asian traffic our trade with the Caribbean, Central America and South America - trade 
that is increasing every day, and will do so more rapidly with the new "cold treatment" processes in 
place for perishables - and our ports are just not equipped to handle it. We need both Port Everglades 
and PortMiami, just like California needs both the Port of Long Beach and Port of LA. And, just as Henry 
Flagler realized that his trains had to be there when the ships arrive, our ports need to let the shipping 
lines know that we are ready as well, and that we will be able to handle the increased traffic with the 
addition of Port Everglades as a port for deep draft ships as soon as we can get the work done. 

mailto:John@infinitycommercial.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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I am a 63-year resident of both Miami and Fort Lauderdale and have seen this area grow from 500,000 
to over 5 -million people. Nothing that we have ever built has gone unused. We are just getting started 
and will need everything you can help us with, and we will put every bit of it to good use. Your 
assistance will be appreciated for generations to come. 

Respectfully, 

- John 

John W. Dohm, SIOR, CCIM, PA 

2012 Commercial President 

Miami Association of Realtors 

(Over 28,000 Members - Over 7,000 in Broward) 

2013 Commercial Chair 

Florida Realtors 

(Over 118,000 Members) 

Society of Industrial and Office Realtors 

National Chairman - Standards and Practices 

Florida Transatlantic Holdings, LLC. 

Infinity Commercial Real Estate 

1505 NW 167th Street - Suite 103 

Miami, Florida 33169 

(954) 557-3646 Mobile
	

(305) 947-9514 Office
	

john@jdohm.com <mailto:john@jdohm.com>
	

john@infinitycommercial.net <mailto:john@infinitycommercial.net>
	

mailto:john@jdohm.com
mailto:john@infinitycommercial.net
mailto:john@infinitycommercial.net
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From: Julia Rodriguez 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:45:38 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Dear Terri,
	

Please accept this email as my support for the deepening and widening of Port Everglades.
	

Thank you,
	

Stiles - Invest. Build. Manage.
	

Julia Rodriguez
	
Assistant Property Manager | Property Management
	

P: 407-667-7789 F: 407-667-8787 

Please note our new address: 

151 Southhall Lane, Suite 125, Maitland, FL 32751 | WWW.STILES.COM <http://www.stiles.com/> 

mailto:Julia.Rodriguez@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.stiles.com/
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From: Jose Alberto Diaz 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Dredging & Widening Project 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 10:50:11 AM 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I am writing to you in support of the dredging and widening project for Port Everglades. 

The dredging and widening project is extremely critical to the future of our port and to South Florida's 
economy as a whole. 

We all respect and enjoy the environment in our State but we also need our ports to grow to continue 
providing for our families, servicing our community and being able to accommodate the larger ships that 
will be transiting the Panama Canal in just a couple of years. 

As you know, there are studies that demonstrate the lack of manufacturing industries in our State (only 
5%) while we do well in Trade, logistics and transportation (almost 27%) compared to any other State 
in the country. Isn't this remarkable when we see the most recent statistics showing that the State of 
Florida has an unemployment rate below the national average? 

Help us protect the most important source of employment we have in South Florida - Help us continue 
seeing growth in our ports, generating thousands of HIGH PAYING jobs. 

What would be the future of our ports if we do not get the deepening and widening project approved? 
Do we want to see those ships passing by to another port up north? What would the impact to our 
local and regional economy? What would be the impact to our unemployment rate? 

We need a deeper and widened port right now! I have visited many ports around the world in my 
career and regretfully I can see that we are positively way behind in terms of port infrastructure 
compared to any other industrialized country in the world. We need to go back to be leaders and we 
certainly need to remain competitive. 

Please support and APPROVE our dredging and widening project!!! 

Thank you. 

Jose Alberto Diaz 
Vice President & General Manager 
Florida International Terminal, LLC 
(954)761-3880 

mailto:jdiaz@fitpev.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: John Livingway 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades expansion project 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 5:34:28 PM 

Terri, I writing you in support for the port everglades expansion. Port everglades and Fort Lauderdale 
have such a rich history not only locally but internationally. The port has been the corner stone for this 
area’s economic development and success. As more ports expand, along the eastern coastline, to accept 
larger pleasure commercial shipping, we to must do so to compete and continue to make Fort 
Lauderdale and Broward County a viable global commerce option for the future. 

Sincerely, 

John J. Livingway 

mailto:john.livingway@att.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Michael Finn 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 5:08:07 PM 

Terri, I am writing this to you as a 34 year resident of Broward County. I understand that the question 
of the Port Eveglades expansion is nearing decision time and I want to express my utmost support for 
this. Aside from the obvious economic advantages of this expansion, the environmental benefits are 
significant. These benfits include enhancement of the existing coral reefs and introduction of new 
artificial reefs. Nova Southeastern University recently completed it's coral reef research facility just to 
the south of the port and their research with a thriving coral reef would not only be benficial to the 
local community, but also help understand coral reef life throughout the world and how to maintain and 
grow this delicate and all important ecosystem. 

I hope that Army Corps of Engineers will decide favorably to support this project for Port Everglades. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Michael Finn 

mailto:mikefinn32@yahoo.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Paul Webb 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Chris.Clemens@copbfl.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades expansion 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:18:31 PM 

Sirs, Madams, 
The proposed expansion of the Port Everglades Facility is greatly needed in our strugling economy of 
South Florida. I hope that your decision to approve the proposed expansion is not hampered by those 
that just do not see far enough into the future of South Florida. Often times decisions are made which 
seem to be influenced by the few , well meaning but uninformed, that do not help the majority. 
Hopefully you will receive much more positive support - rather than negative feedback, for the 
expansion of the Port Everglades Facility. 

Paul Webb - Engineer 954-899-5041 --- 2736 NE 10th St Pompano Beach, Fl 33062 

mailto:paulswebb@aol.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:Chris.Clemens@copbfl.com
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From: sdk01 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades expansion 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 1:43:09 PM 

Hi Terri, 

I support Port Everglades expansion because it is the shortest, straightest entrance channel on the 
Southeast U.S. Atlantic coast, which saves ships fuel costs and time and ultimately will lead to more 
growth and prosperity in our community that we desperately need. 

Thank you. 

Sue Kane 
Oakland Park, FL 

mailto:sdk01@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Carla Coleman 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Feasibility Report 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 7:34:24 PM 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

The Urban Land Institute (ULI) is a 501(c)(3) non-profit membership organization whose mission is to 
provide leadership in the responsible use of land and in creating and sustaining thriving communities 
worldwide. The ULI Southeast Florida/Caribbean District Council has 700 members in this region who 
are dedicated to making Southeast Florida a key player in the global economy, through building 
sustainable places and helping create the economic environment to attract and retain the best talent. 

Port Everglades is a vital component in the economic progress of our region. It serves as a growth 
engine for the recreational industry through its cruise ship business, as well as a dynamic entry port for 
energy as South Florida’s fuel hub. In order to continue this growth, Port Everglades needs to be able 
to expand to keep up with global market demands, as well as create new jobs for our region. 

For these reasons, as well as the Port’s commitment to the environment and South Florida’s reefs, the 
District Council supports the deepening and widening of the Port Everglades harbor as a best practices 
component of creating and sustaining a thriving South Florida community. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Carla Coleman 

Executive Director 

ULI Southeast Florida/Caribbean 

3170 N. Federal Hwy., Suite 106 

Lighthouse Point, Florida 33064 

Office: 954.783.9504 

Cell: 954.242.9450 

www.seflorida.uli.org <http://www.seflorida.uli.org/> 

“ULI’s Mission is to provide leadership in the responsible use of land and in creating and sustaining 
thriving communities worldwide.” 

mailto:Carla.Coleman@ULI.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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5747 North Andrews Way 

Fort Lauderdale FL 33309Flor{·oa ™1\., Telephone 954.642.2427 
Fax 866.433.4057 Wet anosban~ ·~ 

August 12, 2013 

Ms . Terri Jordan-Sellers, Project Director 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil 

RE: Port Everglades Harbor Deepening and Widening Project 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

I write to urge support for this extremely important project. I also want to personally thank you 
and the Corps for moving this project and for your hard work to generate a greatly improved 
Draft Environmental fmpact Statement for this Port Everglades project. 

Our company is working closely with Port Everglades on the Wetlands creation/planting part 
of the Turning Notch project. That project and the harbor deepening/channel widening project 
are essential to the future financial security of South Florida. The Corps has done a terrific job 
of minimizing the impacts ofthe project by refining and improving the Draft EIS. 

We also urge that the mitigation alternative supported by NOAA will be the best way to ensure 
the environmental integrity of the project by seeking to grow and replace corals up and down 
the coastline in Broward County. 

The timjng of your work is critical to this project. We urge that the EIS be finalized so that this 
project can move to the next stage. 

Thank you for your continuing efforts. 
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From: Andersen, Sandra (US) 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Harbor Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 8:06:06 PM 

I support the Port Everglades project for a variety of reasons. 

· This project is very important as it will be good for business in Broward County in general and for 
future generations. 

· Broward County is an active environmental community. They planted and grew double the 
amount of mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign related to the Southport Turning Notch 
Extension 

· Again, the Port worked closely with the Corps for 17 years to research and consider every avenue 
to lessen any impact on the environment 

· Industry at the Port creates jobs and this project can only enhance job growth 

· Delaying the project will permanently disadvantage our community in competing for global 
commerce 

Overall this project is necessary for the community and its long term well-being. The amount of time 
and the money the project will devote to enhancing the reefs on the Broward coastline is greatly 
needed. There is only upside to this project. 

Thank you. 

Best Regards, 

Sandra Andersen 

Sandra Andersen 

Senior Vice President 

Jones Lang LaSalle Americas, Inc. 

200 East Broward Boulevard, Suite 1030 

mailto:Sandra.Andersen@am.jll.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301 

Tel: 954.760.4848 

Direct:954.760.4854 Cell: 954.592.0577 

sandra.andersen@am.jll.com <mailto:sandra.andersen@am.jll.com> 

www.us.joneslanglasalle.com <http://www.us.joneslanglasalle.com> 

This email is for the use of the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this email in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and then delete it. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not 
keep, use, disclose, copy or distribute this email without the author's prior permission. We have taken 
precautions to minimize the risk of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your 
own virus checks on any attachment to this message. We cannot accept liability for any loss or damage 
caused by software viruses. The information contained in this communication may be confidential and 
may be subject to the attorney-client privilege. If you are the intended recipient and you do not wish to 
receive similar electronic messages from us in the future then please respond to the sender to this 
effect. 

mailto:sandra.andersen@am.jll.com
http://www.us.joneslanglasalle.com/
http:www.us.joneslanglasalle.com
mailto:sandra.andersen@am.jll.com


 
  

          
     

  

                  
              

     

            
                

            
               

                 
                 

             

                
         

       
     

       

           

         

     

         

       

From: Gettys, Nancy 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Project to be Included in the Federal WRDA 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:48:09 PM 

Dear Director Jordan-Sellers, 

I support the Port Everglades project because it is good for our local economy now and in the future. 
The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community in competing for global commerce. 

Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that understands the port’s 
significance as an economic engine and that there are ways to grow the port while protecting and 
enhancing the environment. This cooperative effort has already been demonstrated with the Southport 
Turning Notch extension, a project in which the Port, Audubon Society and the state of Florida agreed 
to a plan that will double the amount of mangrove plants to mitigate a Port redesign to accommodate 
several new cargo shipping berths. Fort Lauderdale is also the home of leading coral reef experts at 
Nova Southeastern University, an advantage Broward County has over the rest of the world. 

It is critical that the project get included in the Federal WRDA (Water Resources Development Act) so 
that it can then move on to the appropriations phase. 

Sincerely, 

Description: Description: Description: Description: Description: J:\Graphics\Logo OLD Revise\City 
Logo\New Logo 2004\m_logo low res.jpgNancy Gettys 

Planning Technician ▪ Economic Development & Revitalization Department 

City of Miramar ▪ 2200 Civic Center Place ▪ Miramar, Florida 33025 

Hours: Monday – Thursday 7:30am – 6:00pm ▪ Friday - Closed 

Tel-954.602.3329 ▪ Fax -954.602.3632 ▪ ngettys@ci.miramar.fl.us <mailto:ngettys@ci.miramar.fl.us> 

We’re at the Center of Everything ▪ www.ci.miramar.fl.us <http://www.ci.miramar.fl.us/> 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

mailto:ngettys@ci.miramar.fl.us
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:ngettys@ci.miramar.fl.us
http://www.ci.miramar.fl.us/
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Please note: Florida has a very broad public records law. Most written communications to or from City 
officials regarding city business are public records, and are available to the public and media upon 
request. Your email communications, including your email address, may therefore be subject to public 
disclosure. This message, together with any attachments, is intended only for the addressee. It may 
contain information which is legally privileged, confidential and exempt from public disclosure. If you 
have received this email in error, please notify the City of Miramar immediately by return email. 



 
  

   
     

                 
                 

                   
                 

                  
                

 

  

From: laura goetz 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Project 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:53:19 PM 

With regard to the Port Everglades Project, I would like to express my support to widen the Port 
Everglades harbor. I perceive this as a tremendous way to help get our economy back on the right 
track. The bottom line is, people need to work and this would create jobs that are crucial to our overall 
well-being. If widening the harbor allows for more ships with more goods to sell and stimulate our 
economy then we need to make it happen. I have spoken to many friends and neighbors and the 
consensus is the same. Please help get this approved and get this project going! 

Sincerely, 

Laura Goetz 

Deerfled Beach Resident 

mailto:derbygoetz@hotmail.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Marcel Fafard 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Support 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 2:13:36 PM 

I support Port Everglades expansion because it will bring jobs to South Florida, improve our economy, 
and expand our importance in the growing trade markets. 

Thanks, 

Marcel Fafard 
marcelfafard@gmail.com 

mailto:do_not_reply@kaplanstartachange.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Mitch Welin 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Widening Project - in Support 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:22:41 PM 

Dear Mr. Jordan-Sellers, 

I wish to voice my support for the widening of Port Everglades project. 

As the owner of a local business, I am interested in both our local economy, as well as the fragile, 
beautiful environment we have 

been blessed with. It is important to me that we keep our local economy competitive and vibrant, while 
protecting our land and 

waterways for generations to enjoy. 

We are in support of this project and believe it is vital to our entire region. 

MITCH WELIN (the Phone Guy)|C.E.O. 
ComRes Inc. | FORT LAUDERDALE 
33 NE 2nd ST. STE. 212 FT. LAUDERDALE, FL 33301 
(954) 462-9600 TEL | (754) 234-1524 CELL | (954) 760-9067 FAX 

Email: mwelin@comresusa.com Text PHONEGUY to 72727 

cid:image001.jpg@01CE2484.C7029000Facebook <http://www.facebook.com/comresusa> | 
cid:image002.jpg@01CE2484.C7029000Twitter <http://www.twitter.com/comresusa> | 
cid:image003.jpg@01CE2484.C7029000LinkedIn <http://www.linkedin.com/pub/mitch-
welin/0/642/338> | cid:image004.gif@01CE2484.C7029000Read our Blog! 
<http://comresusa.com/blog/> 

www.comresusa.com 

www.plannedgrowth.com 

ComRes Inc. Technicians and Engineers are available from 8:00AM - 6:00PM ET Monday thru Friday. 

For the fastest response to a service request, please send an email service@comresusa.com 
<mailto:service@comresusa.com?subject=Service%20Requested> , visit our website at 
service.comresusa.com or contact our direct support line at 954.462.9600 

mailto:mwelin@comresusa.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.facebook.com/comresusa
http://www.twitter.com/comresusa
http://www.linkedin.com/pub/mitch-welin/0/642/338
http://www.linkedin.com/pub/mitch-welin/0/642/338
http://comresusa.com/blog/
mailto:service@comresusa.com?subject=Service%20Requested
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From: Jack Cunningham 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 7:34:04 PM 

Please consider utilizing a blend of mitigation options such as, artificial reef creation using rock/boulder 
and modules along with coral transplants; artificial reef placement on the existing “tire reef”; potentially 
restoring historic grounding sites using coral transplants; and possibly including a test site for coral 
propagation from in-water and land-based nurseries. We are the home to one of the world’s leading 
coral research facilities at Nova Southeastern University. The expertise to make this a national standard 
of excellence for Port expansion is right in our backyard. 

Jack Cunningham 
954-270-1303 
STILES Property Management 

Sent from my iPhone 
The information in this email and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged. It is 
intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to anyone else is unauthorized. If the reader of this 
message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication 
is strictly prohibited. If this message has been sent to you in error, do not review, disseminate, 
distribute or copy it. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this email. 

mailto:Jack.Cunningham@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: george lago 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:42:30 PM 

Please consider my support for the expansion of Port Everglades, an vital support system for Broward 
County. 

George Lago 
965 804 0381 

mailto:georgelago@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Bob Swindell 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] support for the deepening and widening project at Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 5:32:58 PM 

Dear Terri, 

Thank you for visiting Broward County last month for the public hearing portion of the Army Corps of 
Engineers project approval process; I was very proud of the public support, the tone of public 
comments from our community and the effort that members of the public put into the content of their 
remarks. The Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance, Broward County’s official Public/Private partnership for 
economic development, wholeheartedly supports the adoption of the Port Everglades deepening project. 

As someone who has grown up in Broward County – and loves the boating, diving and fishing made 
possible by our coastal location I’m also committed to ensuring the balance between port expansion and 
protecting the natural resources that are an equally important part of our economy, and way of life. 

Port Everglades is committed to working with its environmental partners to ensure this project is 
sensitive to our natural resources. We ask that you consider utilizing a blend of mitigation options such 
as, artificial reef creation using rock/boulder and modules along with coral transplants; potentially 
restoring historic grounding sites using coral transplants; and possibly including a test site for coral 
propagation from in-water and land-based nurseries. 

Today, Port Everglades supports 11,700 direct jobs locally and a total of 201,000 jobs statewide. The 
deepening project, along with the separate Turning Notch Extension and intermodal rail facility on the 
Port, is projected to create 7,000 new jobs regionally and support 135,000 new jobs statewide over the 
next 15 years for a total 143,000 jobs. These projects will allow the Port to continue to meet the needs 
of shipping customers who are focusing their ship-building efforts on larger capacity vessels. 

Keeping Port Everglades competitive is crucial to the economic vitality of our region. The Port and our 
business community understand and support the need for balanced growth ensuring additional high skill 
/ high wage jobs for our residents well into the future. 

With personal regards, I remain 

Sincerely, 

Bob 

Bob Swindell 

President and CEO 

Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance – Winner of Business Facilities “2013 Excellence in Economic 
Development” To read more, please click here <http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php? 
src=news&srctype=detail&category=Press%20Releases&refno=1688> . 

Broward County's Official Economic Development Partnership 

110 East Broward Boulevard, Suite 1990 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 

954/627-0131 

mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php?src=news&srctype=detail&category=Press%20Releases&refno=1688
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Why <http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A> have so many companies relocated 
to Broward County? Click here <http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A> to find 
out! (90 second video) www.LessTaxing.com 

"Electronic Mail is not secure, may not be read every day, and should not be used for urgent or 
sensitive issues. The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is 
addressed and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged material. Any review, 
retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information 
by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please 
contact the sender and delete the material from all computers." 

P Before you print this email or attachments, please consider the negative environmental impacts 
associated with printing. ü 

http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A
http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A
http:www.LessTaxing.com


 
  

     
    

     

   

                

       

                     
                

                  
                 

                     
                    

                 
                
                

             
              

              
              

                    
       

 

  

    

    

   

   

 

From: Patrick Flynn 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Terry Stiles ; Bob Swindell ; "Gail Bulfin" 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 6:36:16 PM 

Good afternoon Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I would like to voice my strong support for the deepening and widening project at Port Everglades. 

My rationale is based on two key facts: 

1) this project holds substantial and urgent economic benefits to the economy of South Florida and, 
indeed, well beyond. In this era of increasing global interconnectedness, adding this level of capacity is 
not only desirable, but vital if we are even to keep the business that the Port currently handles. Larger 
ships continue to be built. If we are to stay competitive, we need to accommodate them. 

2) the mitigation options are reasonable and practical. At the Museum of Discovery and Science, we 
have one of the largest indoor Coral Reef exhibits in the world. A major feature of this exhibit is an 
artificial coral reef, which we have built with concrete building blocks and upon which a thriving coral 
reef has developed, largely from transplanted corals. Clearly that can be replicated in the ocean, and 
the resources of some of the foremost oceanographic and coral reef research facilities right here in Fort 
Lauderdale would be most advantageous. We understand that there are several mitigation options 
available, and it may be that a combination of these may be the best solution. 

The availability of good options to maintain the health and benefit of our extraordinary coral reefs, 
together with the solid economic benefits that the Port deepening and widening would bring to South 
Florida would seem to make this an easy decision. I do hope you will agree and decide in favor of 
approving and moving forward with this vital project. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick 

Patrick J. Flynn 

Executive Vice President of Development 

Museum of Discovery and Science 

401 SW Second Street 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33312-1707 

(954) 713-0902 

mailto:Patrick.Flynn@mods.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:Terry.Stiles@stiles.com
mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org
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From: George Boue 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Port Everglades expansion 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:59:42 PM 

Dear Project Director Jordan-Sellers, 

I just wanted to write to you that I support the deepening of the port. As an environementalist, citizen, 
businessman, and Dad who wants to see his daughters propser in South Florida, I think this project is a 
MUST for our future. 

The Corps of Engineers have done a great job evaluating the project and it's impact, and I commend 
you for it. 

Thank you for your involvement. 

George Boue 
8195 SW 142 Terrace 
Palmetto Bay, FL 33158 

mailto:gboue@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Rafael 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Bob Swindell ; Gail Bulfin 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Port Everglades Expansion Project 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 10:29:36 PM 

Hello Terri, 

First of all I want to thank you and the USACE team for visiting us to share the progress so far and for 
all of the hard work done on this project to date. 

This Port project, once approved and executed, will have a profound positive impact not only on the 
south Florida region but I personally believe it will also have an impact on the entire State and national 
economies. 

We at the SBDC deal directly with the realities of small businesses striving to succeed in an ever 
changing environment. We are also aware that planning is critical to success however we are ever 
mindful of the old saying that “the enemy of a good plan is the hope for a perfect plan”. The plan 
presented at the meeting was beyond good and it was apparent that many people had given much time 
and thought to the development of the plan. The scope of the plan presented gave great weight to a 
variety of concerns across the full spectrum of community needs including economic, social and 
environmental. 

As evidenced by the hundreds that attended the meeting at the Broward Convention Center and have 
sent emails and letters of support, it is clear that this community is behind the Port Everglades 
Expansion Project. Please add our voice to the many already in support of this important and 
immediately needed project. This project should move forward without delay. 

Sincerely, 

Rafael Cruz 

http://www.fsbdc.net/MIS/Branding/Logos/SBDC-in-Broward-Logo-EmailSig.jpg 

Rafael Cruz, MBA 

Regional Director 

Certified Business Analyst 

Certified Economic Development Finance Professional 

Florida Small Business Development Center 

Florida Atlantic University 

mailto:rafael.cruz@floridasbdc.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org
http://www.fsbdc.net/MIS/Branding/Logos/SBDC-in-Broward-Logo-EmailSig.jpg
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111 E. Las Olas Blvd, HEC Rm 1010
	

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301
	

t 954.762.5201
	

Rafael.Cruz@FloridaSBDC.org <mailto:Rafael.Cruz@FloridaSBDC.org> • www.browardsbdc.org
	
<http://www.browardsbdc.org/> 

mailto:Rafael.Cruz@FloridaSBDC.org
http://www.browardsbdc.org/
http:www.browardsbdc.org


 
  

      
     

       
       

 

                
                  

                 
             

               

 

 

   
      

      

                

       
       

From: Tom Kates 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Approval of Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 5:06:03 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Terri Jordan-Sellers: 

I want to take this opportunity to convey my support for the proposed deepening and widening project 
for Port Everglades. This will be of vital importance for our local port and economy and enable it to be 
competitive in its future operations in the years to come. Please consider using a blend of mitigation 
options, such as artificial reef creation using rock/boulder and modules along with coral transplants. 

This is a very important project for our area and one that we hope you will support 

Sincerely 

Tom Kates 

Tom Kates-Image01 

Thomas R. Kates, SIOR 
Broker Associate | Stiles Realty 

954-627-9326 | Cell: 954-804-7049 

301 E Las Olas Blvd, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 | 954.627.9300 | WWW.STILES.COM 
<http://www.stiles.com/> 

mailto:Tom.Kates@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.stiles.com/
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From: Tjwyoming 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 7:08:17 PM 

For south florida and the Many people out of work.. I support the deepening and widening project at 
Port Everglades. 

TJ 

mailto:tjwyoming2003@yahoo.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Benjamin Boies 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Improvements 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 5:10:21 PM 

Project Director Terri Jordan-Sellers, 

Dear Terri, 

I enjoyed the Public Hearings that were provided last month and want to reiterate my support for the 
improvements proposed at Port Everglades. 

I mentioned in the note I left at the presentation that being an individual involded in local business and 
a frequent boater I can honestly say it would be a tremendous loss not to invest in the improvement of 
our port. I mention that I am boater for the fact that I have made hundreds of trips navigating The Port 
Channel and Turning Basin and can first hand understand the importance of improving these features. 

Regardless of additional traffic through The Port it seems vital that to maintain the safety of the existing 
pleasure and commercial navigation continuous improvement should be done. 

Again, I appreciate the efforts that have been invested in this project and hope that The Port 
Everglades will be given the focus it deserves as one of the premiere ports on the east coast. If I can 
be of any additional services please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 

Ben 

Benjamin I Boies 
(954) 646-2852 

mailto:biboies@yahoo.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Gail Bulfin 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Bob Swindell 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:13:45 PM 

Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

While I recently attended the ACOE public hearings in Fort Lauderdale, I wanted my support to be 
officially counted in the public record. The hearings were fascinating and I learned a lot. The report was 
thoughtful and well researched. I feel confident this widening and deepening is a project that we must 
move forward on. 

I believe all public agencies need to be thinking strategically for the benefit of the citizens they 
represent. And there is no more critical authority / agency than Port Everglades. 

For the past two years, we have partnered with the Port to help our businesses understand what they 
do, how they do it and why they do it. We formed a group called the Port Everglades Action team and 
we partnered with other economic development agencies, chambers, business groups and marine 
associations. It’s been a tremendous experience. Since Port Everglades is considered an enterprise zone, 
they must balance their budget every year, without taxing Broward County citizens. You’d think that is a 
good thing, right? But the reality is that they operated quietly, without controversy, for years so they got 
very little mainstream press. 

I know I am not telling you anything you don’t already know, but Port Everglades is a jewel in South 
Florida and in the state. With three healthy revenue streams, they supply the regions airports with fuel, 
consistently rank among the top 3 Ports in the world for cruise passengers, and can boast the number 
one rank for exports in the entire state of Florida. They are well managed and at their very core, they 
want to do what is best for the community. 

We cannot begin to tell you how grateful we are that you have released the Chiefs report for comment 
so that it can be included in the WRDA bill projected to be voted on this year. It’s a scary thought that 
the last time the WRDA bill was voted on was almost seven years ago so you can understand our angst. 
We cannot afford even one year to go by without moving forward on this plan. Whether we like it or 
not, ship builders are building larger ships and new routes are opening up. We’d hate to lose economic 
activity to the Caribbean because we could not take the larger ships. 

Finally, our beaches and shoreline are an integral part of our DNA. We’ve enjoyed a true partnership 
between the Port and our tourism industry and we are all hoping this project could be the shining 
example of how commerce, international trade, governance and maintenance of our waterways, quality 
of life, and protection of the environment can all live together and thrive. 

Thank you for your support. 

mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:bswindell@gflalliance.org
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Gail Bulfin 

Gail Bulfin 
Vice President – Member Development 
Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance | Broward County's Official Economic Development Partnership 
110 East Broward Boulevard | Suite 1990 | Fort Lauderdale | FL | 33301 
954-627-0127 direct | 954-609-3335 cell | gbulfin@gflalliance.org <mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org> | 
www.gflalliance.org <http://www.gflalliance.org/> 

Upcoming Alliance Events:
	
August 29, 2013 | Gulfstream Park | Alliance Council Connect Cocktail Party
	

October 17, 2013 | Signature Grand | Alliance Annual Dinner
	
Please RSVP for all events and meetings at www.GFLAlliance.org <http://www.gflalliance.org/>
	

Why <http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A> have so many companies relocated
	
to Greater Fort Lauderdale ? Click here <http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A>
	
to find out! (90 second video)
	
Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance - Winner of Business Facilities inaugural “Achievement in Public-Private
	
Partnership Award”
	

mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org
http://www.gflalliance.org/
http://www.gflalliance.org/
http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A
http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A
http:www.GFLAlliance.org
http:www.gflalliance.org
mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org


  
     

     

             

 

 

From: Shelby 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] widening project at Port Everglade 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 7:06:32 PM 

I highly support the deepening and widening project at Port Everglades. Please vote yes!!
	

Thank you.
	

Terry Morris
	

mailto:wyomingsmorris@yahoo.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: iabrown@mindspring.com 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Supporting The Port Everglades Expansion Project 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 6:36:31 PM 

August 12, 2013 

TO: Terri Jordan-Sellers, Project Director 

c/o United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) 

Please accept this letter (via email), as a supporter for the approval and funding to deepen and widen 
the Port Everglades project. The Port is one of the most economic engines and will create numerous 
jobs for our community. After nearly two decades of waiting and anticipation, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers have released a Feasibility Report and draft Environmental Study, which allows us to request 
the federal funding that is necessary to proceed forward with this project. If we do not receive this 
funding and move forward with the expansion of Port Everglades, we will not be able to compete for 
global commerce as the #1 container port in Florida. As a Broward resident, I strongly support the 
growth and sustainability of the Port Everglades expansion because of the following: 

* The Port Everglades project will be very good for my business and others in the community, now 
and in the future. 
* If the Port project is delayed any more, it will permanently put our community at a disadvantage 
in competing for global commerce. 
* Many businesses are counting on Port Everglades to remain one of the strongest economic 
engines in Florida. 
* There are many needed enhancements to the reefs up and down the Broward County coastline, 
and this project's funding will also devote money to support this. 
* The expansion of the Port Everglades will create numerous jobs, which will strengthen our 
economy and community. 

Please consider this letter from a strong supporter and in favor of the Port Everglades expansion 
project. I'm looking forward to have this project proceed to enhance South Florida Life and be able to 
compete with global commerce. 

A win, win overall!! 

Thank You 

Alexandria Brown 

(954) 454-9729 

mailto:iabrown@mindspring.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Gary Press 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support of Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:33:48 PM 

Dear Terri, 

I’d like to introduce myself. My name is Gary Press. I published the South Florida Business Journal for 
15 years and now own three companies (Alternative Revenue Solutions, Lifestyle Media Group and Life 
Media Group). It is such a pleasure to do business in Broward and it is so important that we remain 
competitive, especially in this economy. 

Port Everglades plays a critical and vital role in our economic development. All would agree that $26 
Billion is significant amount of money. The importance for the Port to remain competitive as the 
Panama Canal opens up and larger ships are being built is critical. 

It is critical for us to support this project for the jobs it will bring and the jobs it will retain. As you 
know, jobs mean disposable income, which yields commerce...and commerce is vital to the quality of life 
of any community. It is extremely important for Broward County to remain competitive as other 
counties in Florida and around the southeast gear up their effort to expand their ports 

I have been actively doing business in South Florida over the past 25 years. We have seen our 
community grow and prosper. We have tried our best to support local charities and business initiatives. 
For all of the businesses in our areas, this project will help us remain vital and help business growth in 
Broward for decades to come. 

We all certainly respect you and let us know how we can help in making this a reality. 

All my best, Gary 

Gary Press | Chief Executive Officer 

Lifestyle Magazine Group 

3511 West Commercial Boulevard 

Suite 200 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309 
954-377-9471 | 954.295.8430 cell 

mailto:gpress@lifestylemagazinegroup.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Lucia, Alice (US) 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support of Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 8:01:56 PM 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please note of my support for the Port Everglades expansion. Born and raised in Fort Lauderdale, I 
believe we must grow the City with the times for economic and job creation and appropriate managed 
growth to match the community. 

Regards, 

Alice Lucia Jackson 

Alice Lucia Jackson S.I.O.R 
Jones Lang LaSalle 
Senior Vice President/Director 
200 East Broward Blvd #1030 
Fort Lauderdale, Fl 33301 
Phone: 954-760-4848 
Direct: 954-760-4838 
Cell: 954-649-5590 

Alice.Lucia@am.jll.com 

This email is for the use of the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this email in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and then delete it. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not 
keep, use, disclose, copy or distribute this email without the author's prior permission. We have taken 
precautions to minimize the risk of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your 
own virus checks on any attachment to this message. We cannot accept liability for any loss or damage 
caused by software viruses. The information contained in this communication may be confidential and 
may be subject to the attorney-client privilege. If you are the intended recipient and you do not wish to 
receive similar electronic messages from us in the future then please respond to the sender to this 
effect. 

mailto:Alice.Lucia@am.jll.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: ctyankee1@earthlink.net 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support of Port Everglades Deepening/Widening Project 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 9:01:33 PM 

Terri Jordan-Sellers
	
Project Director
	
USACE
	

As a resident of Broward County, this is to voice my support of the deepening and widening project at
	
Port Everglades. The Port is an opportunity to broaden the economic base of Broward and continue to
	
increase our position as a world leader in driving both tourist travel in cruises and business as a strong
	
harbor. I have worked with the Post of Los Angeles and understand the importance of generating
	
revenue and employment from this resource.
	

Please proceed with this critically important project. Please feel free to contact me if there is anything
	
further which I can do to support this project.
	
Thank you.
	

Sincerely
	
Richard Stein
	
6377 NW 78th PL.
	
Parkland, FL. 33067
	
(954) 341-0898 

mailto:ctyankee1@earthlink.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Nelson Fernandez 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Expansion of Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:21:59 PM 

Dear Ms. Jordan –Sellers: 

Please accept this email as evidence of my support of the proposed expansion of Port Everglades. This 
is one of our most valued assets in Broward County and its improvement and expansion will have a 
positive effect on the entire economy of Florida. I am confident that the steps we will take to mitigate 
any possible detrimental effects will ensure that Fort Lauderdale continues to be a leading tourist 
destination. Our economy relies heavily on the Port activities and we have the responsibility to ensure 
its relevance as it relates to the other ports in Florida and along the Southeastern seaboard. 

Please take into consideration my support of the expansion and the thousands of others in Broward 
County that also support this project. 

I am available at any time if you need to discuss the topic further. Thank you for your time. 

Regards, 

Nelson Fernandez 

Vice President 

2700 Davie Road, Davie, Florida 33314 

Direct: 954.449.1602 I Office: 954.693.9900 I Cell: 954.275.4952 

e-mail: nfernandez@anfgroup.com I www.anfgroup.com <http://www.anfgroup.com/> 

mailto:NFernandez@anfgroup.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.anfgroup.com/
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From:	 Christina Ashley POA II 
To:	 Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc:	 Keely Stahl ; Margaret Farragher; jhf@bellsouth.net; Juan; Jim; Chris; Hy Montero; Robert Raker; Gary 

McFarland; Hjbslvcld@aol.com; Sprague 
Subject:	 [EXTERNAL] Fw: Reference Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers, US Department of the Army Notice of 

Availability of Draft Port Everglades Harbor Feasability Report and Envuironmental Impact Statement, Broward 
County, FL, Dated June 24 2013; Request ... 

Date:	 Monday, August 12, 2013 2:34:56 PM 

Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 2:03 PM 
Subject: Reference Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers, US Department of the Army Notice of 
Availability of Draft Port Everglades Harbor Feasability Report and Envuironmental Impact Statement, 
Broward County, FL, Dated June 24 2013; Request for Comments/Questions on Draft Report and DEIS 

Dear Madam, 

The following comments and suggestions are respectfully submitted by Point of America Condominium 
Association pursuant to the above referenced letter. 

1. Use of explosives to blast bottom rock formations in order to deepen the Port's channels from 42' 
to 48', (effectively 50') 

While the above referenced report and DEIS indicate that blasting will not be required to widen and 
deepen the Port's channels, discussions with Army Corps of Engineer personnel and their technical 
consultants at public meetings held on July 23, 2013 suggested the opposite. ACE personnel informed 
us that the blasting option was still being considered and that they could not give any assurances that 
blasting would not be undertaken. 

As you know, we are very concerned about the effects/impacts that may damage building foundations, 
and well and piping systems because of blasting and heavy dredging, especially to those foundations 
and well and piping systems which lay closely adjacent to the harbor inlets. While we have noted that 
the Report and DEIS have largely covered the effects and impacts to wildlife and vegetation, there was 
no section in the Report or DEIS that dealt with the proposed Port operations on local residents, their 
property or quality of life. 

We strongly recommend that a thorough study be conducted on the impact that blasting my have on 
local residents including the stresses to building foundations as well as to well and piping systems. 

2. Quality of life 

In addition to our concerns about blasting and heavy dredging, we are also concerned about the effect 
on local residents and the public at large due to : 

a.) Operations to achieve the proposed enlargement of the Port, i.e., the time periods involved and 
the effect to residents' right to the peaceful enjoyment of their properties. 

c.) the impact to private and public beaches from dirt, debris and other problems associated with 
such operations. 

d.) the impact to swimming and other recreational activities, such as sailing, fishing and other water 
sports. 

e.) air quality impacts from such operations. 
f.) the impact to local residents that may occur because of the destruction of coral reef formations 

that tend to minimize the strength and intensity of storms and hurricanes. 
g.) the potential obstruction to local residents' views of the harbor and waterways due to the use 

and quantity of heavy equipment. 

We would again ask that the Report and DEIS address these issues and recommend ways to avoid 
major impacts to the quality of life of local residents. 

3. Compensation 

mailto:poa2cashley@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:keely_stahl@yahoo.com
mailto:dugs0402@sbcglobal.net
mailto:jhf@bellsouth.net
mailto:dsruth@comcast.net
mailto:rguerin841@aol.com
mailto:cstockwell@usa.net
mailto:hmontero@monterolaw.com
mailto:rrakerpoint1@bellsouth.net
mailto:GGMVAGA@aol.com
mailto:GGMVAGA@aol.com
mailto:Hjbslvcld@aol.com
mailto:judgegrs@rocklees.com
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Lastly, we are concerned about the response from the applicable authorities in the event of damage to 
property and quality of life. 

We would recommend that the Report and DEIS propose reasonable responses and effective relief from 
any damage caused by the Port enlargement operations. To this point, we would suggest the 
appropriate authorities bond their operations or create a fund to compensate affected property owners 
and residents. 

Sincerely yours, 

President, Board of Governors Point of America Condo Association. 
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From: Elijah Wooten 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 5:56:40 PM 

I am submitting this e-mail in support of the deepening and widening at Port Everglades. The City of 
Lauderhill is a community of approximately 70,000 residents from more than 50 countries that are proud 
to call Lauderhill their home. We have a number of restaurants, specialty stores, manufactures and 
distribution companies that rely on Port Everglades to receive and send products both nationally and 
international. The proposed improvements at Port Everglades will have a significant impact of the 
amount of import/export trade to Broward County. I would encourage the Army Corps of Engineers to 
proceed with the widening and deepening of Port Everglades one of Broward County’s most valuable 
assets for economic development. 

Sincerely, 

Elijah L. Wooten, Jr MBA 

Economic Development Manager 

City of Lauderhill 

5581 W Oakland Park Boulevard 

Lauderhill, FL 33313 

Office - 954-739-0100 

city_logo_official 

The All-American City of Lauderhill 

"Where small businesses are big business" 

* The normal operating hours for all administrative offices are Monday to Thursday, 7:30 am to 6:00 
pm, with the exception of the Police Administrative Offices which remains, 8:00 am - 4:30 pm, Monday 
thru Friday. 

mailto:ewooten@lauderhill-fl.gov
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: cpwebster@aol.com 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Eveglades Project 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 5:35:20 PM 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 
I am writing to voice my support of the deepening and widening project at Port Everglades, Florida, and 
to ask for your support as well. I know you have received comments extolling the anticipated benefits 
for our business community and local economy, all of which are true. I would like to offer an alternate 
perspective focusing on our students. 
I work in the public school system, and I anticipate that the project will offer a wealth of opportunities 
for our students. From project planning to completion, the engineering and construction along with 
understanding the impact of various alternatives on our environment and community is priceless. Nova 
Southeastern University’s presence at the Port will serve as a focal point for world class research on 
coral. Lastly, the expansion will give students the opportunity to learn the business of managing a 
major port, including interacting with different cultures and visitors from around the world. 
The anticipated job creation, now and in the future, will benefit students locally, regionally and 
statewide, while educating them to be effective stewards of our most precious natural resources. 

Sincerely, 
Charles Webster 

mailto:cpwebster@aol.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Tom Shea 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please approve the deepening and widening project at Port Everglades... 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 6:14:42 PM 
Attachments: image003.png 

image004.png
	
image010.png
	

I have been a resident of Broward County for 43 years. Port Everglades is one of the most important 
elements of not only this county’s economy, but, to Florida and the U.S. as a whole. Our world will only 
get more competitive and we have to move forward. Please facilitate the implementation of this project. 

With my sincere thanks, 

Tom Shea 

cid:image007.jpg@01CD7932.E0F10530
	

thomas h. shea
	

ceo, florida/caribbean
	

right management
	

1301 east broward blvd.
	

suite 200
	

fort lauderdale fl 33301
	

united states
	

phone +1 954 334 2500
	

mobile +1 954 804 2126
	

tom.shea@right.com <mailto:tom.shea@right.com>
	

www.right.com <http://www.right.com>
	

www.rightflorida.com <http://www.rightflorida.com>
	

cid:image002.gif@01CD7645.4AC35A30 <http://www.right.com/thought-
leadership/blog/talentplusworkblog.aspx> cid:image003.png@01CD7645.4AC35A30 
<http://www.facebook.com/pages/Right-Management-FloridaCaribbean/136331036401731> 
cid:image004.png@01CD7645.4AC35A30 <http://twitter.com/#!/RightFlorida> 
<http://www.linkedin.com/company/3238275? trk=tyah> 

mailto:tom.shea@right.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:tom.shea@right.com
http://www.right.com/
http://www.rightflorida.com/
http://www.right.com/thought-leadership/blog/talentplusworkblog.aspx
http://www.right.com/thought-leadership/blog/talentplusworkblog.aspx
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Right-Management-FloridaCaribbean/136331036401731
http://twitter.com/#!/RightFlorida
http://www.linkedin.com/company/3238275?trk=tyah
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this communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. if you are not the intended 
recipient, or believe that you may have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender 
indicating that fact and delete the copy you received. in addition, if you are not the intended recipient, 
you should not print, copy, retransmit, disseminate, or otherwise use the information contained in this 
communication. thank you. 
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From: Richard Wessel 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] In support of the deepening and widening of the Port Everglades harbor 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 7:34:42 PM 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I am writing in support of the deepening and widening of the Port Everglades harbor. As IBM's 
executive in Broward County for many years and as a former Chairman of the Broward Workshop, I 
have a keen understanding of the Port's vital importance to Broward and the region. Accommodating 
the large mega-ships is essential to the Port continuing its record of outstanding success. It is a vibrant 
economic engine that must be kept competitive with ports in the United States and worldwide. 

I appreciate your consideration of this project and urge your support. 

Richard Wessel 

mailto:rowessel@comcast.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Jaime Blomquist 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I support the Port Everglades improvements 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 6:15:44 PM 

To Whom It May Concern, 

Please accept this email as my support to the Port Everglades Improvements. The Port is one of most 
important economic engines and creates a ton of jobs for our community. This is a win win situation for 
the port as it is with the environment if done properly. 

I thank you for your time and consideration of my email. 

Regards, 

Jaime Blomquist 

cid:8075A5ED-23E4-48AD-AFBF -D6D6FF3A7C93 

mailto:jblomquist@expressivedesignsinc.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: judith currin 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I support Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Monday, August 12, 2013 1:28:03 PM 

Dear Teri, 

I support Port Everglades expansion because it has been over 17 years 
in planning and I know that the Port staff and controlling government agencies 
have studied this expansion carefully and it will be good for the economy 
and safe for the environment. 

I am a resident of Ft. Lauderdale and would appreciate your consideration. 

Best, \Judith 

Judith Currin 
2005 SE 10th Avenue 
Apt. 418 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33316 
646.285.2481 

mailto:judith_currin@yahoo.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Jack Bennings 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for the Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 8:49:10 AM 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 

Project Director 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 

Terri, I wanted to extend my support of the Port Everglades expansion project. I had the opportunity to 
attend the afternoon session and felt there was an overwhelming support for this project. 

As we discuss and support the economic impact to Broward County in various industries the jobs 
expansion projections are vital to our growing economy in South Florida. We recently had another 
Alliance meeting at the Nova Coral Reef Oceanic Center and Dr. Dodge commented about the issues of 
creating the artificial reef and using their expertise and advice to blend the economic impact with the 
environmental concerns makes Broward County and the Port good stewards for the environment. 

I wanted to through in my personal support of the expansion of Port Everglades and working toward a 
vibrate Port for years to come. 

Continued success and your support is greatly appreciated to move this project along in an expeditous 
manner. 

Jack Bennings 

Director of Workforce Development 
WorkForce One/Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance 

Broward County’s Official Economic Development Partnership 

Alliance Map <http://goo.gl/maps/FlvZn> 
P: 954.627.0136 C: 954.822.2012
	

jbennings@gflalliance.org | www.gflalliance.org <http://www.gflalliance.org/>
	

Upcoming Alliance Events:
	

August 29, 2013 | Gulfstream Park | Alliance Council Connect Cocktail Party
	

October 17, 2013 | Alliance Annual Dinner
	

Please RSVP for these events and meetings at www.GFLAlliance.org <http://www.gflalliance.org/>
	

mailto:jbennings@gflalliance.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://goo.gl/maps/FlvZn
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jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
191

http:www.GFLAlliance.org
http:www.gflalliance.org
mailto:jbennings@gflalliance.org


            
          

         
 

       
          
      

Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance - Winner of Business Facilities 2013 “Excellence in Economic 
Development Award” and Business Facilities 2012 inaugural “Achievement in Public-Private Partnership 
Award.” To read more, please click here <http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php? 
src=news&srctype=detail&category=Press%20Releases&refno=1688> . 

Why <http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A> have so many companies relocated 
to Greater Fort Lauderdale ? Click here <http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A> 
to find out! (90 second video) 

http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php?src=news&srctype=detail&category=Press%20Releases&refno=1688
http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php?src=news&srctype=detail&category=Press%20Releases&refno=1688
http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A
http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A


  
  

  
     

   

                 
                 
                
                  

            
              

                
             

         

 

 

From: Paul S Figg 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 9:20:16 PM 

Army Corp of Engineers: 

I am writing to express my support for the Port Everglades expansion plans and dredging projects. I 
have lived in South Florida for over a decade now, and have seen the economy go through significant 
highs and lows. One of the important constants in South Florida's economy has been the economic 
impact of the air and seaports, which create hundreds of thousands of jobs. As we continue down the 
path of an integrated global economy, international commerce will become critical for economic 
viability. Investment in transportation infrastructure and intermodality are key to South Florida's future. 
For this reason, I strongly support the Port Everglades projects. The Port project should not be delayed 
any further because it will permanently disadvantage South Florida's continuing viability in the global 
marketplace. Thank you for your efforts and strong work. 

Best Regards, 

Paul Figg 

mailto:PFigg@bergersingerman.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Everett, C. Todd 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Everett, C. Todd 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 10:51:31 AM 

Terri: 

This e-mail is in support for the deepening and widening project at Port Everglades. 

Kind regards, 

Todd 

C. Todd Everett, SIOR 

Director 

National Office and Industrial Properties Group 

Marcus & Millichap 
5900 North Andrews Avenue 
Suite 100 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309 

(954) 245-3483 direct
	
(561) 414-8567 mobile
	
(954) 245-3410 fax
	
ctodd.everett@marcusmillichap.com <mailto:ctodd.everett@marcusmillichap.com>
	

Follow us at http://www.Twitter.com/mmreis <http://www.twitter.com/mmreis> 

Description: Marcus & Millichap Real Estate Investment Services <http://www.marcusmillichap.com/> 

Marcus & Millichap Real Estate Investment Services of Florida, Inc. 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE and DISCLAIMER: This email message is intended only for the person or 
entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any unauthorized 
review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact 
the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. If you are the intended 
recipient but do not wish to receive communications through this medium, please so advise the sender 
immediately. Nothing in this communication should be interpreted as a digital or electronic signature 
that can be used to authenticate a contract or other legal document. The recipients are advised that 
the sender and Marcus & Millichap are not qualified to provide, and have not been contracted to 
provide, legal, financial, or tax advice, and that any such advice regarding any investment by the 
recipients must be obtained from the recipients’ attorney, accountant, or tax professional. 

mailto:CTodd.Everett@marcusmillichap.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:CTodd.Everett@marcusmillichap.com
mailto:ctodd.everett@marcusmillichap.com
http://www.twitter.com/mmreis
http://www.twitter.com/mmreis
http://www.marcusmillichap.com/
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From: Kyle Jones 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 1:25:08 PM 

Mrs. Terri Jordan-Sellers, 

I am writing to express my support for the deepening and widening of Port Everglades in accordance 
with the Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement presented at the Public Meeting 
in Fort Lauderdale on July 23, 2013. 

International commerce is one of the tent poles of the South Florida's economy, and Port Everglades is 
a vital economic engine for the City of Fort Lauderdale, Broward County, and the South Florida region. 
Without the long-term infrastructure investment envisioned by your report, South Florida will struggle to 
compete with new ports under construction across the Caribbean basin. Port Everglades' ability to serve 
our community is dependent upon the decision to move forward with the project. Thousands of jobs 
are at stake. Please move forward with the deepening and widening of Port Everglades as soon as 
possible. 

Kyle Jones 
Resident of the City of Fort Lauderdale 

mailto:kylejones58@yahoo.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Sean Guerin 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Widening and Deepening 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 11:01:35 AM 

To All It Concerns: 

As a Fort Lauderdale native who started a family and a business in Broward County, I respectfully 
implore those individuals making the decisions to widen and deepen Port Everglades to please move 
forward with the project. If we choose not do, I am afraid it will have severe and drastic economic 
implications on our community. As Chairman of the Board of Trustees of Broward College, I can assure 
you that we are working hard to identify, assess and implement programs, certifications and curriculum 
that meet the needs of our community. Port Everglades and the workforce required to power the Port 
are an integral part of our economic engine and the College is working closely with the Port, its 
partners and the companies that rely upon the Port to provide a trained workforce for the future. 

If we fail to act upon this initiative, it will not only be a missed opportunity it may permanently set us 
back. I understand that most believe this is a necessary action to keep the Port and our community 
moving forward and growing with the opportunities that the widening of the Panama Canal will bring. 
Please do the right thing for our community and let’s invest in the widening and deepening of Port 
Everglades. 

Regards, 

Sean 

Sean C. Guerin|USIS, a DEX imaging company 
2100 SW 71st Terrace | Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33317 
Office: 954.861.1230 | Toll-free: 877.FOR.TONER 

http://www.usimagingsolutions.com <http://www.usimagingsolutions.com/> | sguerin@usis.biz 
<mailto:sguerin@usis.biz> 

mailto:sguerin@deximaging.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.usimagingsolutions.com/
http://www.usimagingsolutions.com/
mailto:sguerin@usis.biz
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From: Peggy Nordeen 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Project - A Broader Perspective 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 2:46:47 PM 

Dear Terri, 
I was born and grew up on the upper Mississippi River in the "Quad-Cities" - watching the river 

traffic and barges move through the locks and dams that controlled the flow, not only of the river, but 
of commerce in the Midwest and all the way down to the Gulf. As a young newspaper reporter for the 
Quad-City Times, one of the highlights of my early career was a weekly call to the regional office of the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) on the Arsenal Island to find out the latest tonnage 
reports of grain, limestone and other goods transported through the locks at the "Government Bridge." 

Even at that young age I knew that the reason this all could happen was because it was under the 
watchful eye of USACOE who took great care to guide and report on the use of our natural resources, 
the river, as a part of our transportation system. 

Forty years later, I own an advertising and marketing firm here in Fort Lauderdale, and USACOE 
continues to play a key role in my life and those of Broward County residences in assuring that both 
natural resources and commerce are accommodated in our transportation system. 

Today, I have a broader perspective than I did when I made that weekly call. I know that what 
was on those barges provided jobs and sustenance for both commerce and lives not just along the 
river, but throughout the country, through the Panama Canal and the world. 

The widening and deepening of the inlet to Port Everglades to accommodate our changing needs 
is important to the world community and our economy. The fact that our technologies to use our 
natural resources wisely have never been better and that many wise minds are focused on a successful 
transition means that after 17 years of study, we are ready to move forward. 

I support this very important project. Please pass it and help our global commerce and our 
natural resources prosper together. 

Peggy Nordeen 

P.S. The story of the deepening of the channels on the Mississippi River acting through the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers changed history and is told on http://www.greatriverroad.com/all/locksanddam.htm 
Someday the story the significant impact of the deepening of the channel giving access to Port 
Everglades will also be told. 

Starmark Big Ideas<http://www.starmark.com/starmark.gif> 
Peggy Nordeen 
CEO 
210 S. Andrews Avenue 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 

954 874 9000 
954 874 9009 direct 
954 874 9010 fax 

www.starmark.com <http://www.starmark.com/> 

mailto:pnordeen@starmark.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://www.greatriverroad.com/all/locksanddam.htm
http://www.starmark.com/starmark.gif
http://www.starmark.com/
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From: Byron Calhoun 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: peassn@portbiz.org 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades and The Coming Centuary 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 12:57:19 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

image002.png 
image003.png 
image004.png 

The U S Army Corps of Engineers is doing a marvelous job in keeping our great nation fit and ready for 
action in the coming decades. It seems that we are all in a race with and for emerging technology. As a 
result of past technologies, air conditioning and air transportation especially, Florida and South Florida 
most prominently have emerged as a central hub for all of the New World. The enhanced ability to 
accept and facilitate the most advanced sea born technology in the future is an absolute prerequisite for 
our continued ability to play our natural and God given role in the Western Hemisphere as the future 
unfolds. Port Everglades is a vital element in this scheme and needs your wise support in order to fulfill 
its’ destiny. Byron Calhoun 

Stiles - Invest. Build. Manage. 

Byron Calhoun 
Broker Associate-Investment Sales & Corporate Leasing Specialist | Stiles Realty 

954-627-9347 | Cell: 561-213-6104 

301 E Las Olas Blvd, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 | 954.627.9300 | WWW.STILES.COM 
<http://www.stiles.com> 

Stiles LinkedIn <http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380> 

Stiles Facebook <http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate> 

Stiles YouTube <http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage> 

mailto:Byron.Calhoun@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:peassn@portbiz.org
http://www.stiles.com/
http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380
http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate
http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage
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From: Bud Cusack 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades - widening and deepening project 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 9:04:04 AM 

Please accept this e-mail as my 100% support for the proposal to widen and deepening of this port! As 
a former resident on Broward County and having family in Ft. Lauderdale, I am very aware of the 
importance of this project for the economical benefit to the community and my family. This issue is 
very-very important to me, my family, and the community! 
Thank you. 

Sent from my iPad 
The information in this email and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged. It is 
intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to anyone else is unauthorized. If the reader of this 
message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication 
is strictly prohibited. If this message has been sent to you in error, do not review, disseminate, 
distribute or copy it. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this email. 

mailto:Bud.Cusack@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: George Hanbury 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc: Bob Swindell 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Deepening and Widening of Port Everglades 
Date: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 4:59:58 AM 

Dear Ms. Jordan, 

I support the deepening and widening of Port Everglades to facilitate shipping and the associated 
economy. Port Everglades is the: #1 Florida revenue seaport ($143M); #1 Florida container port 
(930,000 TEUs in CY2012); #1 Florida export Port ($14B); #1 in US Foreign-Trade Zone exports ($2B); 
#2 in FLA petroleum (104.8M bbl.); and the #3 cruise port in the WORLD. The economic impact is 
staggering: $26B in 2012 businesses, $729M in state and local taxes, 11,587 direct jobs, and over 
200,000 Florida jobs. 

As important, I recognize that Florida’s economy and quality of life is reliant on the health and 
sustainability of its natural marine ecosystems, including its valuable coral reefs and associated habitats. 
The reefs of South Florida support over 71,000 jobs and contribute $6B annually to the economy! 

For speedy resolution of environmental issues associated with the expansion project, I recommend the 
NOAA proposed mitigation plan that is an integral part of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
NOAA’s program involves replacing lost three-dimensionality and growing and replacing corals on 
damaged and degraded reefs. The Corps should afford NOAA leadership and responsibility in mitigation 
design and implementation. 

NSU is a not-for-profit, independent university that is classified as a research university with “high 
research activity” by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, and is one of only 37 
universities nationwide to also be awarded Carnegie’s Community Engagement Classification. We have 
more than 28,000 students, 148,000 alumni, a sprawling, 300-acre Fort Lauderdale -Davie campus, and 
a presence throughout Florida, the U.S. and nine countries around the world. 

I pledge NSU’s assistance via our new Center of Excellence for Coral Reef Ecosystems Research, if 
desired, to help ensure the mitigation project is conducted appropriately and to gain knowledge for 
future generation about best practices in successful coral reef restoration. 

Sincerely, 

George Hanbury PhD 
President and CEO 

mailto:Hanbury@nova.edu
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:bswindell@browardalliance.org
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From: Joel Altman 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Deepening | Widening Project @ Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 5:00:28 PM 

Dear Ms. Sellers: 

I am supporting the deepening and widening project at the Port Everglades as many others within our 
state. Port Everglades is a $143 million enterprise earning all of its revenue from Port commerce, none 
from taxpayers. It is a fuel hub for all of South Florida and handles jet fuel for the 4 international 
airports (FLL, MIA, PBX and SW Intl. in Fort Myers) and provides gas for 12 counties. 

Port Everglades is embarking on three critical expansion projects that are projected to create 7,000 new 
jobs regionally and support 135,000 jobs statewide over the next 15 years for a total of 143,000 jobs. 
Currently, Port Everglades supports 11,600 direct jobs locally for a total of 201,000 jobs statewide. 

We support the Port Everglades project because it is good for my business, now and in the future. The 
Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our community 
in competing for global commerce. My business counts on Port Everglades to remain one of the 
strongest economic engines in Florida. 

Thank You, 

Joel Altman 

mailto:jaltman@altmancos.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Fred Kaub 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for the Port Everglades Widening Project 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 10:59:00 AM 
Attachments: image003.png 

Mr. Jordan 

I am writing in support of the Port Everglades Widening project. I applaud the decision to move 
forward so that Port Everglades can continue to be the economic powerhouse it has always been in 
South Florida. I am excited for the community that will soon realize deepening, adding new berths and 
building an on-port freight rail facility that will create 7,000 new jobs locally and support another 
135,000 jobs statewide when at full capacity in 2027. 

I understand the issues with maintaining the sensitive environment. However, I believe that there has 
been a balance created between the current plan to be competitive as a destination port and the 
mitigation alternatives which support responsible environmental stewardship. 

Regards, 

Fred Kaub 

President 

GFA International, Inc. 

1215 Wallace Drive 

Delray Beach, Florida 33444 

Phone: (561) 347-0070 Fax: (561) 819-6942 

Cell: (561) 414- 7631 

email: fred@teamgfa.com <mailto:fkaub@teamgfa.com> 

web site: www.teamgfa.com <blocked::http://www.teamgfa.com> 

mailto:fkaub@teamgfa.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:fkaub@teamgfa.com
http://www.teamgfa.com/
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faxcebook Icon <https://www.facebook.com/GFAInternational> Linkedin Icon 
<http://www.linkedin.com/company/gfa-international> gplus-32 
<https://plus.google.com/109836048989571741100> Twitter Icon <https://twitter.com/#!/teamgfa> 

Environmental ● Geotechnical ● Construction Materials Testing ● Special & Threshold Inspections ● Plan 
Review & Code Compliance 

TEAMGFA invites you to join us in thinking about the environment before printing this email. 
http://www.linkedin.com/company/gfa-international <http://www.linkedin.com/company/gfa-
international> 

Offices Throughout Florida 

NOTICE. This message may contain information which is confidential and the copyright of our company 
or a third party. If you are not the intended recipient of this message please delete it and destroy all 
copies. If you are the intended recipient of this message you should not disclose or distribute this 
message to third parties without the consent of our company. Any views expressed in this message are 
those of the individual sender, except where the sender specifically states them to be the views of the 
company. Our company does not represent, warrant and/or guarantee that the integrity of this message 
has been maintained nor that the communication is free of errors, virus, interception or interference. 
The liability of our company is limited by our General Conditions of Services. 

https://www.facebook.com/GFAInternational
http://www.linkedin.com/company/gfa-international
https://plus.google.com/109836048989571741100
https://twitter.com/#!/teamgfa
http://www.linkedin.com/company/gfa-international
http://www.linkedin.com/company/gfa-international
http://www.linkedin.com/company/gfa-international


 
  

  
     

          
          

       
  

    
 

From: Amy Hirth 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 9:03:40 AM 

I wanted to express my support for funding the Port Everglades 
expansion project. The Port project should not be delayed any further 
because it will permanently disadvantage our community in competing 
for global commerce. 

Thank you for your time, 
Amy Lynch 

mailto:ahirth19@gmail.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: jfarrell@resolvemarine.com 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Dredging Project 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 3:17:07 PM 

I’d like to thank you for efforts in our much needed project. We are totally onboard with this and we 
know the all the mitigation requirements can readily been achieved. We know firsthand that the corals 
can be relocated and additional new ones can be added. We appreciate all you can do to help us keep 
Port Everglades as a relevant commercial port. 

Best regards 

Joe Farrell 

Cell 954-410-4536 

www.resolvemarine.com 

mailto:jfarrell@resolvemarine.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Greg Kimmelman 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Deepening and Widening 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 5:32:32 AM 
Attachments: image001.png 
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Importance: High 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

Thank you for your time in receiving and reading this note. The beaches, reefs and waters off of South 
Florida are of utmost important to all South Floridians. As a longtime resident of Fort Lauderdale and 
South Florida, our families have enjoyed these wonderful natural resources and certainly would love to 
see them exist, perhaps in an even better state than they currently do, for the generations that follow. 
The last thing we would want to encourage is permanent, or any damage to any of them. We also 
realize that without a vital port that can compete worldwide, especially determining a way to 
accommodate the new era of container ships, the local economy will suffer long term consequences as 
well. There must be and are solutions that can appease both desires. 

Please consider utilizing a blend of mitigation options such as, artificial reef creation using rock/boulder 
and modules along with coral transplants; artificial reef placement on the existing “tire reef”; potentially 
restoring historic grounding sites using coral transplants; and possibly including a test site for coral 
propagation from in-water and land-based nurseries. We are the home to one of the world’s leading 
coral research facilities at Nova Southeastern University. The expertise to make this a national standard 
of excellence for Port expansion is right in our backyard. 

· Over 300 attended the Army Corps of Engineers Public Hearings late last month 

· Letters to the Editor, Sun Sentinel Editorials and the South Florida 100 feature have all shown 
support for this important economic project that will benefit Broward County, South Florida and the 
entire state of Florida. 

As you are eminently aware, timing is critical for this initiative to happen. Our families would appreciate 
your consideration of determining the right balance of reef mitigation options that would safely permit 
the widening and deepening of Port Everglades; a vital resource to our local, regional and statewide 
communities. 

Thank you again for your time and consideration. 

Stiles - Invest. Build. Manage. 

mailto:Greg.Kimmelman@stiles.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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Greg Kimmelman 
Director of Preconstruction | Stiles Construction 

954-627-9370 | Cell: 954-257-7555 

301 E Las Olas Blvd, Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 | 954.627.9300 | WWW.STILES.COM 
<http://www.stiles.com> 

Stiles LinkedIn <http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380> 

Stiles Facebook <http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate> 

Stiles YouTube <http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage> 

http://www.stiles.com/
http://www.linkedin.com/company/41380
http://www.facebook.com/StilesRealEstate
http://www.youtube.com/user/investbuildmanage
http:WWW.STILES.COM


  
       

     

      
      

  

             

                    
             

               
              

        

  
   

From: dresslerra 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades Channel Deepening and Widening Project 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 12:58:23 PM 

ROBERT A. DRESSLER 
PO Box 2425, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33303-2425 
Dresslerra@Bellsouth.net 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

I am writing to support the Channel Deepening and Widening project for Port Everglades. 

As a former Mayor of Fort Lauderdale, and a native of the city and Broward County, I am aware of the 
continued and increasing importance of Port Everglades to the economic vitality of our area. 

Thank you for fast -tracking this project. Since Port Everglades is managed in a highly professional 
manner, this project can provide a large bang-for-the-buck return on the investment, especially with 
the increasing importance of East Coast ports in general. 

Sincerely, 

Robert A. Dressler 
Mayor of Fort Lauderdale 
1982-1986 

mailto:dresslerra@att.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From: Lamarca, Chip 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades - Deepening and Widening: Feasability Study & Chief"s Report 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 3:07:29 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

image005.png 

Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

Today, Port Everglades supports 11,700 direct jobs locally and a total of 201,000 jobs statewide. This 
deepening project, along with the separate Turning Notch Extension and intermodal rail facility on the 
Port, is projected to create 7,000 new jobs regionally and support 135,000 new jobs statewide over the 
next 15 years for a total 143,000 jobs. These projects will allow the Port to continue to meet the needs 
of shipping customers who are focusing their ship-building efforts on larger capacity vessels. 

The Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our 
community and the U.S. in competing for global commerce. 

Our businesses in Broward County count on Port Everglades to remain one of the strongest economic 
engines in Florida. Even though my business isn’t directly tied to the Port, the $26 billion in annual 
economic activity generated by the Port benefits all Broward residents. 

Port Everglades is a good environmental steward, which is why they have worked closely with the Corps 
for 17 years to research and consider every alternative to lessen any impact on the environment. Port 
Everglades is committed to working with its environmental partners to ensure this project is sensitive to 
our natural resources. While there are a number of mitigation alternatives in the report, one proposed 
approach supported by NOAA is to use funds to grow and replace corals up and down the Broward 
coastline. And with Nova Southeastern University’s Coral Reef Institute located at the mouth of Port 
Everglades, we have the leading international research partner in our backyard. 

Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that understands the port’s 
significance as an economic engine and that there are ways to grow the port while protecting and 
enhancing the environment. 

Best regards, 

Chip LaMarca 

Broward County Commissioner 

115 South Andrews Avenue 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 

T: 954.357.7004 | F: 954.357.7798 

E: CLaMarca@Broward.org <mailto:CLaMarca@Broward.org> 

mailto:CLAMARCA@broward.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:CLaMarca@Broward.org
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SIGN UP HERE <http://www.broward.org/Commission/District4/Pages/Default.aspx> to stay informed. 

cid:image002.png@01CC7C4E.4B71BC20 <http://www.broward.org/> 
cid:image003.jpg@01CC7C4E.4B71BC20 Description: 
C:\Users\clamarca\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet 
Files\Content.Outlook\RCST255G\Six Pillars Logo for Broward County.jpg 
cid:image004.jpg@01CC7C4E.4B71BC20 

cid:image005.png@01CC7C4E.4B71BC20 <http://www.oaktree43.freeserve.co.uk/images/tree2.gif> 
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

This message contains confidential and/or privileged information and is intended only for the individual 
or entity named herein. If you are not the named addressee you may not disseminate, distribute or 
copy this email. Please notify the sender immediately by email or telephone at (954) 357-7004. If you 
have received this email in error and completely delete it from your system. Email transmissions cannot 
be guaranteed to be secured or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, 
destroyed, arrive late or incomplete or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for 
any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of email transmission. If 
verification is required, please request a hardcopy version. Under Florida law, Broward County e-mail 
addresses are public records. Your e-mail address and the contents of any e-mail sent to the sender of 
this communication will be released in response to any request for public record, except as excluded by 
F.S. 119.071, 1002.22(3)(d), or any other law of the State of Florida. If you do not want your e-mail 
address to be released as part of any public records request, do not send e-mail to this address, rather 
contact this office by phone or in writing. 

Under Florida law, most e-mail messages to or from Broward County employees or officials are public 
records, available to any person upon request, absent an exemption. Therefore, any e-mail message to 
or from the County, inclusive of e-mail addresses contained therein, may be subject to public disclosure. 

http://www.broward.org/Commission/District4/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.broward.org/
http://www.oaktree43.freeserve.co.uk/images/tree2.gif
mailto:cid:image005.png@01CC7C4E.4B71BC20
mailto:cid:image004.jpg@01CC7C4E.4B71BC20
mailto:cid:image003.jpg@01CC7C4E.4B71BC20
mailto:cid:image002.png@01CC7C4E.4B71BC20


   
          

     

  

                   
            

               
           

                    
                

                 

              
               

    

               

 

   
   

From: dslater5@aol.com 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ; dslater5@aol.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Port Everglades - Deepening and Widening Project Currently under Review 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 8:18:47 AM 

Dear Terri Jordan-Sellers: 

This is to voice my support for the subject project at Port Everglades. The growth of the Port over the 
years has provided expansion projects that include new terminals, new roadways, security expansion, 
and numerous renovations to existing facilities. Each of the projects provides jobs for people in South 
Florida and boosts businesses throughout the State that supply materials and equipment. 

And given the purpose of this project – to allow for the new super-sized cargo ships – it is critical that 
Port Everglades be able to accommodate the ships for product coming in and going out. Otherwise, they 
will go to other ports and our growth will not continue to keep up with the growth in commerce. 

The mitigation proposed to manage the impact to the environment appears to be responsible, and 
oversight by NSU's research center ensures that the latest technology will be in place to specifically 
protect the the coral reefs. 

Please push the authorization process so that this project will make it into the 2013 legislation. 

Dick Slater 

16236 Mariposa Circle North 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33331 

mailto:dslater5@aol.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:dslater5@aol.com
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From: Bryson Ridgway 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FTL Port Expansion 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 1:15:24 PM 

Mrs. Jordan-Sellers, 

I am a resident of Fort Lauderdale and I would like to express my support for the enhancements to Port 
Everglades. These enhancements are necessary for the Port to remain a competitive option for 
international trade. 

The rationale of my support is economic. I believe good decisions are economic in nature, and your 
analysis convinced me that the benefits realized over the economic life of these improvements 
outweighs both the financial and environmental costs. 

Your presentation convinced me that appropriate measures will be taken to ensure that our environment 
will be protected as much as as possible both while these improvements are taking place and after they 
are complete. 

Thank you for your effort and I look forward to hearing of a decision to move forward. 

Thank you, 

Bryson Ridgway 
Fort Lauderdale Resident 

C: 954.701.6016 
E: bryson.ridgway@gmail.com 

mailto:bryson.ridgway@gmail.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
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From:	 Nancy and Steve Weber 
To:	 Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Cc:	 gbulfin@gflalliance.org 
Subject:	 [EXTERNAL] Comments regarding Feasibility Study for Port Everglades Project. 
Date:	 Tuesday, August 13, 2013 1:27:05 PM 
Attachments:	 image001.emz 

image002.png 
image003.png 

Importance:	 High 

Everglades House Condominiums 2000 South Ocean Drive Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33316 FFFFFFF 

August 12, 2013 

Reference Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers, US Department of the Army Notice of Availability of 
Draft Port Everglades Harbor Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement, Broward County, 
FL, Dated June 24 2013; Request for Comments/Questions on Draft Report and DEIS 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sanders: 

On behalf of the 160 residents of Everglades House Condominium Association, the following comments 
and suggestions are respectfully submitted pursuant to the above referenced letter. 

Several members of our condominium association had the opportunity to attend the meeting held July 
23 to discuss the feasibility study for the port which we appreciated. However based on the discussion 
both during and after meeting, we have several concerns: 

Use of explosives to blast bottom rock formations in order to deepen the Port's channels from 42' to 
48', (effectively 50') 

While the above referenced report and DEIS indicate that blasting will not be required to widen and 
deepen the Port's channels, discussions with Army Corps of Engineer personnel and their technical 
consultants suggest the opposite. ACE personnel informed us that the blasting option was still being 
considered and that they could not give any assurances that blasting would not be involved. 

As residents of buildings nearly 50 years old, we are very concerned about the effects/impacts that may 
damage building foundations and well and piping systems because of blasting and heavy dredging, 
especially for those buildings in close proximity to the harbor inlets. While we note that the Report and 
DEIS have largely covered the effects and impacts to wildlife and vegetation, there was no section in 
the Report or DEIS that addresses the proposed Port operations on local residents and their property. 

We strongly recommend that a thorough study be conducted on the impact that blasting may have on 
local residents including the stresses to building foundations and infrastructure. 

Quality of life 

In addition to fears about blasting and heavy dredging, we are also concerned about the effect on local 

mailto:nsweber@bellsouth.net
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:gbulfin@gflalliance.org
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residents regarding: 

* The impact to private and public beaches from dirt, debris and other problems associated with 
such operations; 
* The impact to swimming and other recreational activities, such as sailing, fishing and other water 
sports; 
* Air quality impacts from such operations; and 
* The impact to local residents that may occur because of the destruction of coral reef formations 
that minimize the strength and intensity of storms and hurricanes 

As property tax payers, we would again ask that the Report and DEIS address these issues and 
recommend ways to avoid major impacts to the quality of life of local residents. 

Compensation 

Lastly, we are concerned about the response from the applicable authorities in the event of damage to 
property. Should the port project cause damage to existing local structures and infrastructure; there 
must be a built-in mechanism to compensate residents for the costs or construction and/or repairs. 

Many of the high rise buildings have undergone recent 40 year inspections and have made substantial 
investments on concrete restoration, wind protection mitigation and other costly upgrades. The 
surrounding condominium associations cannot bear the financial costs of more potentially expensive 
repairs. 

The Report and DEIS should propose reasonable responses and effective relief from any damage caused 
by the Port enlargement operations. We strongly recommend the appropriate authorities bond their 
operations or create a fund to compensate affected property owners and residents. 

Sincerely yours, 

Nancy S. Weber 

Nancy S. Weber 

Board President 
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\ RoBERT I. JACKSON 

POST OFFICE BOX 639 

FORT LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 33302 

July 29, 2013 
TELEPHONE 305 • 523-9016 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, Fl 32207 

Re: Port Everglades navigational improvements 

Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

I am writing to concur with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) that was developed for the 
proposed Port Everglades improvements. The historical information that was utilized in the DEIS, together with 
the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP), allows for an environmentally responsible solution to the growth and safety 
concerns that were described therein. 

As a lifelong resident of Broward County, I have not only observed the rapid growth of the area, including Port 
Everglades, but have lived with the consequences of that growth since 1950. Overall, the growth has been well 
managed. That the heavy industry of Port Everglades and the Airport has co-existed in close proximity to a dense 
and rapid population growth is remarkable. I believe the TSP will allow this to successfully continue. 

Since on1y 1983, well over 600,000 cubic yards of material have been dredged and safely deposited offshore, in 
addition to material that has replenished the beaches. It is noteworthy that, because of the hard bottom from 
which the dredged material was taken (and the strong flood and ebb currents that run through the channel), 
there has been very little 'maintenance' dredging at Port Everglades subsequent to the several improvement 
projects that have been undertaken. Unlike most other seaports, where maintenance dredging must be done 
regularly, projects at Port Everglades have not resulted in additional emissions and pollution after the initial 
projects have been completed. Section 4.9.6 accurately shows that the newer and larger vessels that will require 
the deeper and wider channel will allow for more cargo to be safely transported with less pollution and emissions. 

The planting of additional acres of mangrove is a successfully proven method of mitigation for the trees that will 
be taken during the TSP. The mangroves planted in previous mitigations have thrived. likewise, we have every 
reason to believe that NOAA's plan to replace coral will be equally effective and permanent. With the oversight of 
NOAA in both these mitigations and as a partner, the TSP can be completed as envisioned. 

The Corps has done an outstanding job in gathering and evaluating the information that serves as background for 
the DEIS. The TSP allows for prudent growth and both the economy and environment will benefit from its imple
mentation. Thanking you for successfully bringing all these varied concerns together, I am 

Sincerely, 
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CITY of HOLLYWOOD, FLORIDA 

Office of the City Manager 

2600 Hollywood Blvd. • P.O. Box 229045 • Hollywood, Florida 33022-9045 
Phone (954) 921-3201 • Fax (954) 92 1-33 14 • www.hollywoodfl .org 

August 7, 2013 

Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers, District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

701 San Marco Blvd. 

Jacksonville, FL 32207 


./ 

RE: 	 Response Comment to Public Notice 
Port Everglades Harbor Feasibility Study and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

This letter is provided in response to the public notice request for the above-referenced study. 

While the City of Hollywood is generally supportive of the recommended plan, several key issues 
are not adequately addressed within either the Feasibility Study or the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). These issues are focused on changes to the regional sediment transport patterns 

and potentially negative impacts associated with the construction and long-term operation of the 
expanded navigation corridors. The extensive potential downdrift impacts to shoreline 
communities south of the inlet are considered to be an important element missing from the studies. 

More specifically, the key issues are summarized in the following comments: 

General Comments: 

1. While the study does concede that Port Everglades is a complete barrier to littoral transport, 
both studies fail to recognize this condition as an environmental impact. Neither study specifically 
assesses this impact nor proposes any minimization or mitigation. The historic and chronic erosion 
of the beaches to the south (beaches along John U. Lloyd State Park, Hollywood, Dania Beach and 

Hallandale Beach) is directly attributable to impacts from the inlet. The studies fail to acknowledge 
this fact, do not adequately quantify the extent and magnitude of downdrift potential impacts both 

in terms of existing conditions and proposed alternatives. The studies also fail to provide an 

appropriate mitigative response. This point is of particular concern regarding the EIS as a failure to 
identify a major environmental impact which affects both designated critical habitat and listed 
species, and is contrary to EIS development guidelines. 

Our Mission: We are dedicated to providing municipal services for our diverse community in an atmosphere of cooperation, courtesy and respect . 


We do this by ensuring all who live, work and play in the C ity of Hollywood enjoy a high quality of life. 


"An Equal Opportunity and Service Provider Agency" 

jevert
Text Box
Comment 1

jevert
Line

jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
211



Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers, District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
August 7, 2013 
Page 2 

2. Both studies fail to acknowledge the historic lack of effective sand bypassing or propose future 
alternatives to mitigate impacts to the downdrift shoreline. Both studies. reference bypassing 

planning efforts by Broward County which have not been implemented and are beyond the 
jurisdiction or direction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

3. The study does not specifically address the potential for beneficial use of beach compatible 
dredge spoil to mitigate downdrift impacts. In total the preferred alternative prescribes the 
excavation of more than 5 million cubic yards of material, none of which was seriously considered 
for beneficial use to mitigate the well-documented impact of the inlet on the downdrift beaches. 
The supporting geotechnical investigations are lacking in sufficient design detail to assess the 
potential for beneficial use of beach compatible portions of the proposed dredge spoil. Further, 
both studies assume that all maintenance of dredged material will not be considered for beneficial 
use but will be deposited offshore within the Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS} 

facility. 

4. The social and economic impacts of the inlet deepening as they relate to the adjacent beaches are 
not addressed in either the EIS or the Feasibility Study. The beaches of South Florida are an 
important economic engine and as the inlet is acknowledged to be a barrier to sediment transport 
in the region, changes to the inlet system will have potential adverse environmental and economic 
impacts to downdrift communities. Beaches are buffers from storm protection and serve as the 
basis of tourism revenues for beachfront communities south of the inlet. The costs for maintaining 
a healthy beach system and the burdens of those costs on the downdrift communities must be 

evaluated as part of the process. Alternatives to offshore disposal, such as beneficial use of dredged 
material as beach fill, are acknowledged but are inappropriately ruled out because of cost reasons. 
These should be reconsidered in light of socio-economic impacts of maintaining a healthy beach 
system. 

Specific Comments: 

a) 	 Feasibility Study (Executive Summary). Environmental Impacts and Mitigation (pg ii). 
Document states, "Every effort was made to first avoid and then to minimize environmental 

impacts through an interagency planning process." This statement is not correct as the study 
does not address impacts to adjacent beaches (which is an environmental impact not 

addressed within the study). 
b) 	 Feasibility Study (Executive Summary). Areas of Controversy and Unresolved Issues (pg 

iii). The document fails to identify the impacts of the inlet to adjacent beaches as an area of 
controversy. The document fails to identify the lack of sediment bypassing as an unresolved 

issue. 
c) 	 Feasibility Study (Executive Summary). Table A. Project costing fails to consider potential 

cost implications of beneficial use of beach compatible material. 
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Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers, District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
August 7, 2013 
Page 3 

d) 	 Main Feasibility Report. Section 2.2.10. Littoral Processes. Document states that the "the 
proposed sand trap plan has been deactivated". Document should state that at present there 

is no adopted plan for sand bypassing and there is no active plan for sand bypassing 
implementation. 

e) 	 Main Feasibility Report. Section 2.3 Environmental Resources. The beaches downdrift of 
the inlet are an environmental resource and designated critical habitat for listed species. 

f) 	 Main Feasibility Report. Section 4.2. Problems and Opportunities. This section fails to 

identify the complete interruption of littoral transport as a problem and also fails to identify 
beneficial use of spoil material as an opportunity. 

g) 	 Main Feasibility Report. Disposal Options. Page 81. Document states that "the high cost of 

material processing the excavated material resulted in significantly higher costs relative to 

other disposal methods." This statement is unsupported and not consistent with standard 
practice. It is additionally noted that the USACE recently screened similar material during 
construction of the Lake Worth Inlet Sand trap earlier this year. 

h) 	 Main Feasibility Report. Section 7.1. Operations and Maintenance Considerations. 
Document states that maintenance costs will increase "based on the increase in material 

needing to be removed from the channel." This implies that the selected plan will increase 
deposition within the channel . This statement is contrary to the assertion that the selected 
plan will have no significant impact on sediment transport. 

i) 	 Appendix A. Engineering Appendix. par 30. Document states that "While there are regions 

ofPort Everglades that may be susceptible to increase erosion and flooding, these regions are 

not within the scope of the present study." The EIS must consider these impacts. 
j) 	 Appendix A. Engineering Appendix. 2.5. Shoaling and Maintenance. par 66. The section 

references the sand bypassing plan that has been de-activated by the County. The 
statement that "the result is expected to be the alleviation of increased sand shoaling of the 

navigation channel" is not accurate as there is currently no active plan to trap or bypass 
sand. 

k) 	 Appendix A. Engineering Appendix. 2.5. Shoaling and Maintenance. par 67. The document 

correctly assumes that study should assume shoaling rates determined in the absence of a 
sand bypassing system. This assumption however, implies an unmitigated environmental 
impact to adjacent beaches. 

I) 	 Appendix A. Engineering Appendix. 2.6. Sediment Budget. par 69. Sediment Budget States 
"the combination of the inlet and jetty system at Port Everglades acts as a complete sediment 

barrier which interrupts the net southerly littoral drift, creating a sediment surplus to the 

north of the inlet and a deficit at the beaches to the south." This environmental impact is not 
referenced within the EIS. 



Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers, District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
August 7, 2013 
Page 4 

m) Appendix A. Engineering Appendix. 3.6.3.3. Conclusions. par 173. Document states that 
"The finding of Olsen indicate that widening and deepening associated with the expansion of 

Port Everglades will have negligible impact on sediment transport patterns along the 

shoreline north and south ofthe inlet." This statement is incorrect. The Olsen study did not 
reach this conclusion and did not specifically consider any of the Port Everglades expansion 

alternatives. 
n) 	 Appendix A. Engineering Appendix. 3.7.2. Material Types. par 184. States: "By volume up to 

90% of the material could be used as beach material with adequate processing." This 
statement is in conflict with the EIS(Section 2.9.4 Disposal of Removed Materials which 
states "None of the dredged material is expected to comprise beach-quality sand (based on 

geotechnical analysis) that could be used for renourishment ofdowndrift beaches." At present 
the Engineering Appendix states that a significant portion of the dredge spoil can be utilized 
for beach nourishment while the EIS states that none of the material can be used. 

o) 	 EIS Main Document. Environmental Consequences of the Tentatively Selected Plan.pg iv. 

Document states that avoidance and minimization of impacts was a major consideration 
during plan formulation. This is incorrect. The study did not include consideration of 
impacts to downdrift beaches. 

p) EIS Main Document. 2.9.4 Disposal of Removed Materials. Section fails to consider 
potential beneficial use of beach compatible sand. 

q) EIS Main Document. 3.7.2.3 Sea Turtles. Section fails to state impact of inlet (erosion) of 
downdrift turtle nesting habitat. 

r) 	 EIS Main Document. 4.5.5.2 Alternative 2 (TSP). Section states "USACE has reviewed all of 

the potential effects of the project on turtles protected under the ESA" This study did not 
consider impacts to adjacent turtle nesting habitat or the potential for beneficial use of 
compatible dredge spoil to minimize impacts. 

s) 	 EIS Main Document. 4.29.2 Past, Present and Future Actions. Section fails to identify lack 
of sand bypassing within past, present and future actions. 

t) 	 EIS Main Document. 4.29.2 Past, Present and Future Actions. Section fails to identify lack 

of beneficial use of compatible dredge spoil to mitigate inlet impacts within past, present 
and future actions. 

u) 	 EIS Main Document. 4.29.5. Resources Not Likely to be Cumulatively Affected. Geology and 
Sediments. The statement that "there would be no cumulative adverse effect on the geology 

or coastal sediment budgetjtransfer for the area" is incorrect. The current plan prescribes 

the disposal of all material including future maintenance material within the ODMDS. This 
will permanently remove sand from the coastal system and is a cumulative effect. 

v) 	 EIS Main Document. 4.29.5. Resources Not Likely to be Cumulatively Affected. Adjacent 

Properties. Document states that "it is not likely that any additional impacts to adjacent 
properties will occur within the foreseeable future projects." This statement is incorrect. 
Placement of all material within the ODMDS with no bypassing of material will permanently 

remove sand from the coastal system and is a cumulative effect. 

jevert
Text Box
Comment 5

jevert
Text Box
Comment 6

jevert
Text Box
Comment 7

jevert
Text Box
Comment 8

jevert
Text Box
Comment 9

jevert
Text Box
Comment 10

jevert
Text Box
Comment 11

jevert
Text Box
Comment 12



Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers, District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
August 7, 2013 
Page 5 

w) 	EIS Appendix C. Florida Coastal Zone Consistency. 1. Ch 161. Document states, "information 
will be submitted to the state for a permit in compliance with this chapter." As the inlet 

currently does not have a history or current plan for sand bypassing, and this study has not 

adequately assessed the potential for beneficial use of dredge spoil, this plan is contrary to 

specific provisions of Florida Statute 161, the adopted Inlet Management Plan, and the 

Strategic Beach Management Plan (SBMP) . 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this study. Please include the City of 

Hollywood in any further correspondence on this study. Questions regarding these comments can 

be directed to the following: 

Mrs. Susan Goldberg AlA, NCARB, LEED GA, Coastal Project Manager 
City of Hollywood 
Department of Public Works, Engineering, and Architectural Services 
2600 Hollywood Blvd, Room 308 
Hollywood, FL 33020 
sgoldberg@hollywoodfl.org 
Phone(954) 921-3900 

Mr. Michael Jenkins, PhD, PE 
Applied Technology & Management, Inc. 
mjenkins@appliedtm.com 
Phone (561) 659-0041 

c: 	 Sylvia Glazer, Public Works Director 
Jon Vogt, Public Works Deputy Director /City Engineer 
Lorie Mertens-Black, Parking & Intergovernmental 
Jorge Camejo, CRA Executive Director 
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Robert Landers 
1007 N Federal Hwy PMB 10 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304 

US Army Corps of Engineers' Port Everglades Feasibility Report Comments 

Dear Terri Jordan-Sellers, 

As a native of Fort Lauderdale for a little over 25 years I support Port Everglades Harbor.  I have read the 
draft and additional documentation that demonstrates the economic impact it will have on Broward County, not just 
Fort Lauderdale. Also, the possible impact on Miami Dade County and West Palm Beach County if this opportunity 
can reach its full potential. The Port will act as a key gateway to the international stage by using the transportation 
infrastructure (Port Everglades, Fort Lauderdale/ Hollywood International Airport, I-595/I-95, Florida's Turnpike, 
East Coast Railway links) as a major economic engine for the County, regional and state economies. IMPLAN 
input-output model confirms the economic impact analysis. 

The proposed mitigation with Broward County Parks Department's in the county’s restoration, 
enhancement, and preservation of like habitats at West Lake Park shows the ecological importance. West Lake is the 
largest remaining mangrove ecosystem along the urban coastal zone from Miami Beach to West Palm Beach. Port 
Everglades know our eco-system is essential and have made important contributions to environmental awareness, 
protection and conservation (Manatee Protection, Oil Spill Prevention and Recovery, Artificial Reef Program, 
Wildlife Care Center, Environmental Education Facility, Regulatory Compliance and Public Awareness). Port 
Everglades Reef Group (PERG) will assist in relocating of individual coral colonies, which may have taken 
hundreds of years to form, to prevent damage to fish and wildlife resources that incorporate the mitigation principles 
defined within the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) NEPA guidelines. The hard-bottom coral 
communities throughout the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary are similar in composition and make-up to the 
offshore hard-bottom resources found within the project area in Broward County. Artificial reef structures are able 
to provide habitat for diverse benthic and fish assemblages. 

Dredging can create disturbance to aquatic ecosystems, often with adverse impacts. The U.S. Clean Water 
Act requires that any discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the United States, including wetlands, is 
forbidden unless authorized by a permit issued by the Army Corps of Engineers. As a result of the potential impacts 
to the environment, dredging is restricted to licensed areas only with vessel activity monitored closely using 
automatic GPS systems. The mission of the Biological Resource Division of the Broward County Environmental 
Protection Department (EPD) is to protect, restore, and enhance the biological productivity, abundance, and 
diversity of marine, estuarine, freshwater, and terrestrial resources. The removal of used automotive tires that had 
been deployed in the early 1970s for use as artificial reefs will help with reef preservation and restoration. Upland 
storage/disposal is viable option at two Confined Disposal Facilities (CDF). Due to development within the Port and 
further evaluation of the Airport’s runway expansion plans, both the Port and the Airport have withdrawn the use of 
their upland properties as disposal sites. The Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (MPRSA) 
assigns basic responsibility to EPA and USACE for ensuring that ocean dredged material disposal activities will not 
unreasonably degrade or endanger human health, welfare, or amenities, or the marine environment (MPRSA 
Sections 102 and 103). 

These are my written comments for the US Army Corps of Engineers' Port Everglades Feasibility Report. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Landers 
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121 Alhambra Plaza, 10th Floor 

Coral Gables, Florida 33134 

Phone: (305) 262-4433 Fax: (305) 442-2232 

Reply To: 
August 7, 2013 

Jennifer R. Diaz, Esq. 

Direct Dial: (305) 260-1053 

JDiaz@becker-poliakoff.com 

VIA EMAIL: TERRI.JORDAN-SELLERS@USACE.ARMY.MIL; 

AND US MAIL 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd. 
Jacksonville, FL  32207 

Re:	 Comments on USACOE Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement for Port Everglades 

Dear Terri: 

This letter serves to provide our comments on the evaluation of alternative plans 
considered for navigation improvements at Port Everglades by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) as indicated on the Feasibility Study and 
Environmental Impact Statement for Port Everglades. 

Port Everglades is the gateway for International Trade and Cruise Vacations. It is 
one of the busiest cruise ports in the world and one of the Nation’s leading 
container ports.  In addition, Port Everglades is the main seaport for receiving 
petroleum products, including gasoline, jet fuel and other alternative fuels. 

The Port currently supports over 11,700 direct jobs locally and a total of 201,000 
jobs within the State of Florida, not to mention those associated jobs throughout 
the country. The total regional economic activity attributable to Port Everglades is 
over $15.3 billion dollars. 

In order to remain a leader in International Trade, Port Everglades must have 
deeper water to accommodate the newer, larger generation of cargo ships that are 
expected to pass through the expanded Panama Canal in 2015.  

It is an important advance in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
that the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the federal 
agency in charge of the oceans and its health, is a formal partner and has proposed 
a reasonable, cost-effective, and scientifically credible mitigation alternative.  

ACTIVE: 4928703_1 
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Terri Jordan-Sellers 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
August 7, 2013 
Page 2 

For speedy resolution of environmental issues, we the Customs Trade Practice at Becker and 
Poliakoff, P.A., recommend supporting the NOAA plan to grow and replace corals up and down 
the Broward County Coastline and to afford NOAA a leadership and responsibility role in 
mitigation design and implementation.  

Very truly yours, 

Jennifer R. Diaz 

JRD1/hdt 

cc:	  Bernie Friedmanm, Esq. 
       Neil M. Schiller, Esq. 

ACTIVE: 4928703_1 
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BRENDAN ALOYSIUS BARRY 
(954) 847-3884 Direct Telephone 

August 9, 2013 

VIA E-MAIL- Terri.jordan-sellers@usace.army.mil 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd. 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 

Re: 	 USACOE Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement for Port 
Everglades 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

After review of the above-referenced Study, in order for Port Everglades to remain a leader in 
International Trade, it MUST have deeper water to accommodate the newer, larger generation of Panama 
Canal ships. The Port supports 1 O's of l,OOO's of jobs. The Pmi is truly an economic engine with a total 
economic impact over $15 billion dollars. Port Everglades is also the busiest cruise port in the world. 

NOAA, the federal agency in charge of the oceans and its health, has proposed a reasonable, cost
effective, and scientifically credible mitigation alternative. I have also personally discussed this plan with 
the oceanographic experts at Nova University. I strongly recommend supporting the NOAA plan to grow 
and replace corals up and down Broward County's Coastline and NOAA should take a leadership role in 
mitigation design and implementation. 

Sincerely, 

Shutts & Bowen LLP 

E-MAIL ADDRESS: 
BBarry@shutts.com 

BAB/dlo 

I 

200 East Broward Boulevard, Suite 2100, Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 • ph 954.524.5505 • fx 954.524.5506 • www.shutts.com 

MIAMI FORT LAUDERDALE WEST PALM BEACH ORLANDO TAMPA TALLAHASSEE AMSTERDAM 
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12 August 2013 

Comments: 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Navigation Improvements Part Everglades Harbor Broward 

County, Florida and associated appendices– dated 14 June 2013 

To: 

Terri Jordan‐Sellers and Jason Spinning 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 

Jason.J.Spinning@usace.army.mil 

Terri.Jordan‐Sellers@usace.army.mil 

From: 

David S Gilliam, PhD 

Nova Southeastern University Oceanographic Center 

8000 N. Ocean Dr. 

Dania Beach FL 33004 

gilliam@nova.edu 

There are many issues related to the proposed project and the DEIS document(s) which should be 

addressed, but the size and complexity of the DEIS document and associated appendices did not permit 

a more detailed evaluation and preparation of comprehensive comments. In light of the USACE stating 

that they welcome and want comments on the DEIS, a longer comment period would have been 

appropriate and justified. Allowing only a 45 day commenting period on a document which took over 10 

years to produce does not seem appropriate if detailed and insightful comments were really sought. 

Two colleagues from Nova Southeastern University Oceanographic Center, Dr Richard Dodge and Dr. 

Brian Walker, have taken considerable time evaluating portions of the DEIS and the appendices and 

have submitted comments. Dr. Richard Dodge focused his comments and time on DEIS Appendix E and 

E2 especially the USACE’s HEA scenarios and input parameters. Dr. Brian Walker spent considerable time 

evaluating the coral reef habitat mapping and impact area determinations. I completely support the 

comments made and submitted by Dr Richard Dodge and Dr. Brian Walker. Their concerns need to be 

addressed. 

I also support the NOAA developed alternative mitigation plan for coral reef habitat impacts. This plan 

needs to be incorporated as part of the total project mitigation, and NOAA needs to be the lead federal 

agency implementing the mitigation efforts. 

1 

jevert
Text Box
Comment 1

jevert
Line

jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
216

mailto:gilliam@nova.edu
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
mailto:Jason.J.Spinning@usace.army.mil


 

 

                                   

           

                           

                         

                               

                             

                               

                                   

                                 

                                 

                               

                                       

                                         

                                 

                               

                             

   

                                     

                                 

          

                             

                                 

                                       

                                   

                   

                           

                                     

                                     

                                 

                                 

                               

                                       

                       

                                     

                             

                                 

                               

                               

Below is a brief list of my major concerns with the DEIS document and the proposed project as 

presented in the DEIS and appendices. 

1. There are many inconsistencies and inaccuracies throughout the DEIS and appendices which made 

commenting on and understanding this complex project challenging. One simple example seen in 

several locations in the DEIS concerns the presence of Acropora cervicornis within or near the project 

area. The DEIS cites the Gilliam and Walker (2011) Navy protected species surveys numerous times 

(even this is citation is not consistently presented in the documents) but still makes the following 

statement “..as well as other data from other agencies and academia that were provided to USACE, it is 

presumed that the colonies located 2,780 feet (848m) to the south (DC&A 2010b) [is that DCA data?] 

and 1,400 feet (427m) north (NSUOC 2008) of the entrance channel are the nearest colonies to the 

project area”. This information is not correct and is actually contradicted in the very next paragraph 

where the Gilliam and Walker (2011) survey is cited. Related to this is the use of the Gilliam and Walker 

(2011) map as DEIS Figure 61. Figure 61 is not from a USACE sponsored survey! Simply put – this DEIS is 

dated June 2013. Data collected and presented by NSUOC more than 12 months before the release of 

this DEIS should be presented clearly. The nearest A. cervicornis colonies to the project area are 

approximately 150m. This is just one example of inconsistencies and inaccuracies throughout the DEIS 

and appendices. 

2. The DEIS is dated June 2013 but many of the references cited are older version of monitoring reports. 

A document dated 2013 should cite the most recent annual monitoring reports. Many of the citations in 

the reference section are incorrect. 

3. The estimation of the direct coral reef habitat impacts was challenging to understand and 

underestimates the area of impact. If the actual dredge depth is to be ‐57ft then reef resources below 

this depth in the middle and outer reefs need to be included in the direct impact area. To include reef 

habitat below the targeted ‐57 ft in the direct impact area seems like such a reasonable approach it is 

extremely difficult to understand how reasonable professionals would do otherwise. 

4. The reef resource impact minimization effort (stony coral colony relocation) is not consistently 

presented in the DEIS or in the appendices. Why in some instances is there an “up to” number of 

colonies to be relocated listed (12,235 colonies as stated in DEIS section 5.2.5)? Why is there a limit to 

the number of colonies proposed to be relocated? How was this maximum number of colonies to be 

relocated determined? All colonies 10 cm or greater in diameter need to be relocated, and the addition 

of colonies greater than 5cm should be evaluated especially for rarer species or those potentially listed 

under ESA. If the ‘up to’ number of colonies is included because of cost this needs to be clearly stated 

because there is no ecological explanation to have a ‘up to’ limit. 

5. Indirect impacts need to be addressed in more detail and acknowledged up front as going to occur. I 

find it extremely difficult to understand how any reasonable professional would believe that there will 

be no indirect impacts associated with this project. In several locations in the DEIS document (see DEIS 

section 5.2.2) and in the appendices it states that additional mitigation will be provided for ‘detectable’ 

indirect impacts. This approach is only meaningful and appropriate if a monitoring plan with the power 
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to detect change in a community associated with indirect impacts (such as from turbidity and/or 

sedimentation) and is measuring the correct parameters is implemented. This DEIS does not provide the 

information necessary to evaluate whether an appropriate plan is proposed. A more appropriate 

approach would be to acknowledge that indirect impacts will occur and include some level of indirect 

impacts in the mitigation determination. Additional mitigation would then be provided if indirect 

impacts greater than anticipated were ‘detected’. If not including mitigation for indirect impacts is 

included because of cost this needs to be clearly stated because there is no ecological explanation to not 

acknowledge that there will be indirect impacts. 

6. The preferred approach of only deploying artificial reef boulders as mitigation for coral reef habitat 

impacts is not appropriate. Regardless of what is stated on page 38 of Appendix E “An additional 

advantage of limestone rock boulders is aesthetic. Once colonized by the reef community, the reef is 

almost indistinguishable from natural reef…” deployed artificial reef boulders are not natural reefs and 

will never be “indistinguishable from natural reef’. This is a terrible statement and should be removed. 

In several locations in the DEIS (for example: DEIS section 5.1 and Appendix E section 3) it is stated that 

“The baseline for quantifying lost ecological services is the full complement of services that would have 

been provided absent project implementation.” There is no appropriate scientific support (or any other 

type of adequate support) that only deploying artificial reef boulders will compensate for the “full 

complement of services” lost. This strongly argues for the inclusion of the NOAA alternative in the 

mitigation plan. 

7. The preferred HEA scenario (scenario 2) includes inappropriate input parameters and the actual HEA 

results cannot be duplicated. There is no scientific support for artificial boulder reefs providing 100% of 

loss services especially in a recovery period of only 30 years. As stated above artificial boulder reefs will 

never compensate for the “full complement of services” lost. 

8. Section 6 in Appendix E attempts to address locations for the deployment of the artificial boulder 

reefs. Section 6.5 states that several locations maybe needed and then refers to Figure 8. Figure 8 

appears to indicate that sand Borrow Areas maybe artificial boulder reef deployment sites. This is not 

clear. Utilizing old Borrow Areas is not an appropriate location to replace lost Middle reef and Outer reef 

habitats. A 5‐year mitigation monitoring plan is indicated in sections 6.5 and 6.6. Five years is not 

sufficient time to determine the success of artificial boulder reefs as mitigation. The return of the “full 

complement of services” lost will require decades of monitoring to establish success. How were the 

mitigation success criteria developed (section 6.6)? Why are 75% ‘species similarity” and 80% similarity 

in percent cover after 5 years used as indication of success? 

Page 1 of the DEIS states “USACE also strives to protect the environment to the maximum extent 

practicable”. The overall project plan presented in the DEIS does not compensate for the effects of this 

action on reef habitat resources as stated in the DEIS and appendices. The impact areas have not been 

appropriately estimated, the minimization effort is not adequate, and the proposed amount and type of 

mitigation does not compensate for the services lost. 
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August 13, 2013 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 

To the US Army Corps of Engineers: 

Please find my enclosed review of the USACE Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
Navigational Improvements at Port Everglades Harbor Broward County, FL. I am a research scientist at 
Nova Southeastern University with a field of specialty in coral reef spatial ecology. I have conducted 
many research projects sponsored by NOAA, FFWCC, and FL DEP, and have authored numerous 
publications including technical reports, book chapters, and scientific peer‐reviewed publications, 
including the first ever published benthic habitat maps of the southeast Florida shallow‐water reefs 
which were used in your study (Walker et al. 2008a). 

I have been following the progress of this project since the early 2000’s and have volunteered much 
time to making sure the project’s negative environmental outcomes to the coral reefs are appropriately 
accounted for in the mitigation. I have worked closely with many of the Federal, State, and local 
agencies in meetings and provided many analyses to this end. I find that many of the collective 
comments, professional opinions, and recommendations that were made in the past have been 
overlooked in this DEIS. Some of those recommendations were even presented at scientific conferences 
(Walker et al. 2008b). 

Due to the size and extremely short amount of time given to review this document, my review focused 
on just a few specific topics within the DEIS. My review concentrated specifically on the coral reef 
habitat mapping aspects of the DEIS including the appropriateness of the use for this effort of a regional 
map I originally produced, the lack of GIS data integrity, the inability to replicate the impact areas 
presented in the EIS, and the lack of an accurate cumulative effects on the reefs previously affected by 
port dredging activities. 

I support all of my fellow Nova Southeastern University colleagues’ comments, including those of Dr. 
Richard Dodge and Dr. David Gilliam. I also support the comments of NOAA National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Joanna Walczak of Florida Department of Environmental Protection CAMA and those of NOAA 
AOML’s Jack Stamates on the effect of increased water volume on the reefs. The outcomes of my 
comments reported here have been referenced by many other colleagues and agencies’ comments to 
the DEIS. 

Here is a list of my recommendations on making the DEIS a more accurate document and helping to 
ensure the project’s negative environmental outcomes to the coral reefs are appropriately compensated 
for by the mitigation: 

Oceanographic Center 
8000 North Ocean Drive • Dania Beach, Florida 33004-3078 

(954) 262-3600 • Fax: (954) 262-4098 
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1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 

Use the impact areas calculated here in the HEA to calculate mitigation (see enclosed).
 
Consider all habitats in the channel as being directly impacted by the dredging.
 
Do not use different discount rates in the economic model for feasibility and the HEA model for
 
mitigation.
 
Do not exclusively use boulders for mitigation. Include a variety of mitigation actions.
 
Update the cumulative impacts section to reflect a more accurate depiction of past events (see
 
enclosed).
 
Dredge without using anchors.
 
Calculate more realistic indirect impacts. 150m buffer around the port is not adequate to
 
account for indirect impacts. Turbidity plumes have been seen trailing miles away on recent
 
channel dredging activity at Port Everglades (see below). An aerial photograph at low tide on
 
any given day will give a more accurate estimation of the amount of area affected by the
 
turbidity plumes. All which be much greater than the 150 m buffer around the project area.
 

Photo by Brian Walker of the south side of Port Everglades inlet channel during hopper dredging activities on 
March 27, 2013. Image shows extensive turbidity well beyond the 150 m buffer. 

8.	 Account for the increased volume of polluted water carried onto the reef by a larger channel. 
9.	 Recalculate the HEA based on Dr. Richard Dodge’s HEA assessment, including using a 3% 

discount rate and more appropriate recovery rates and mitigation cost estimations. 
10. Consider the NOAA NMFS mitigation alternative as the primary mitigation plan. 
11. Do not attempt to conduct the project, then determine what impacts occurred, and mitigate 

after the fact. 

Enclosure 

Regards, 

Brian K. Walker
 
Research Scientist
 
Nova Southeastern University
 

Oceanographic Center 
8000 North Ocean Drive • Dania Beach, Florida 33004-3078 

(954) 262-3600 • Fax: (954) 262-4098 
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Dr. Brian K. Walker’s comments on the USACE Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Navigational 
Improvements at Port Everglades Harbor Broward County, FL: coral reef habitat mapping, impact area 
assessment, and cumulative impacts. 

August 13, 2013 

Hardbottom and Reef Community Mapping 

The DEIS does not well explain what was done to determine the areas of impacts to the reef 
communities. It mentions that Dial Cordy mapped the area using video cameras and benthic 
assessments’ however, no mapping protocols were provided to determine how the mapping was 
performed. Almost all of the figures showing the reefs (Figs. 6, 51, 73, and 74) depict polygons created 
by Nova Southeastern University for FWC and FL DEP without citation. Only Figure 59 in the DEIS cites 
the Dial Cordy habitat maps. No discussion is provided on how these polygons were drawn or the 
criteria and purpose behind them. 

All mapping efforts are contingent upon their own objectives and scope. The results directly depend on 
the methodology, scale, and classification scheme developed to meet the mapping objectives. The maps 
used by the USACE were created by NSU for a county‐wide mapping of benthic habitats (Walker et al., 
2008; Walker, 2012). The scale of mapping reefs county‐wide placed limits on the Broward mapping 
effort to draw polygons at a 1:3000 scale with a minimum mapping unit of 1 acre. The limitation on the 
polygon scale means that edges won’t be precise at scales finer that 1:3000. This effects the amount of 
area calculated from the Corps polygons. Because it was not outside of original mapping scope to trace 
small feature at fine scale, the minimum mapping unit (polygon size) were set to 1 acre. This means that 
features less than 1 acre were not included in the map. This also effects the amount of habitat area 
calculated by the polygons. Finally the classification was designed around what habitats could be 
depicted at the scale and minimum mapping unit using the remote sensing datasets at hand. The 
primary remote sensing dataset was lidar from 2001 collected by Broward County. This was 
supplemented by aerial photography where possible, mostly in the nearshore. Therefore broader 
classifications were used to depict the environment than what might be used with different technology 
or on a project of smaller scale. 

In the mid‐2000s, members of the Port Everglades Research Group (FWC and NSU) recommended to the 
Corps the offshore reefs within the Port Everglades project footprint should be mapped at a finer scale. 
The USACE did not take this advice into consideration and it was not reported in Appendix E3, the Reef 
Group Recommendations Report. Although the NSU county‐wide maps met their original project 
objectives well and were measured to be accurate at a large scale, a finer‐scale map would have 
produced results more appropriate to determine impacts around Port Everglades. For example, Broward 
County is planning a sand bypass project on the north side of Port Everglades. Although the NSU maps 
were available, the county decided to perform a finer scale mapping for the project area. This resulted in 
a much finer‐scale mapping effort with a scale and classification fitted to the sand bypass project 
objectives. Figure 1 shows a comparison of these results. The sand bypass polygons are the black 
outlines on top of the county‐wide colored map. The edges of features changed significantly as well as 
habitat classifications and polygon sizes. These differences were due to a change in the scope of the 
mapping effort and the finer‐scale mapping criteria used. A similar result would be expected from a 
finer‐scale mapping around Port Everglades. 
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A 

B 
Figure 1. A. Final fine‐scale sand bypass map. B. Sand bypass map polygon outlines overlain on the 
larger‐scale county‐wide NSU map. The finer‐scale map shows more defined habitat edges, smaller 
features, and a classification scheme designed for the specific area of interest. It is likely that a finer‐
scale map of Port Everglades project would likely benefit in a similar way. 



 

 

   

                               

                           

                             

                                   

                                           

                                 

                               

                                   

               

                             

                               

                         

                               

                             

               

 

                                 

       

   

Data Integrity 

The habitat mapping and impact area determination for the DEIS and the appendices was not conducted 
consistently. Reported impact areas were not consistent in the DEIS and supporting documents which 
brings into question the reliability of the reported impacts and the mitigation estimations based on 
those numbers. The DEIS and Appendix 2E use the  ‐59 ft contour as the worst case scenario which are 
split into 2 depending on if anchoring will occur. On p. 177 and Table 19 of the DEIS, it is reported that 
16.66 acres of reef will be removed. Appendix 2E reports that 16.64 acres will be removed (p.12). 
Furthermore Table 1 Scenario 1 direct impacts total 16.43 acres. The HEA tables report 16.64. Given 
three values for the same impact does not instill much confidence that the correct value is being used. 
Should the HEA tables have used 16.66 acres? 

Some of the discrepancies may have been from inexperienced GIS technicians. This also supports the 
idea that the habitat impacts were not calculated correctly. After obtaining a polygon of the impacts 
from the USACE in Feb 2013 named “plan_2e_resource_impacts_sp83e.shp”, it was noted that polygons 
contained many overlaps and gaps (Figure 2). These errors propagate errors in the area calculations and 
subsequent HEA analyses and proposed mitigation amounts. There does not appear to have been any 
quality control steps taken to ensure data integrity. 

Figure 2. Map of outer reef polygons supplied by USACE in Feb 2013 showing sloppy polygon delineation 
with overlaps and gaps. 
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Benthic Habitat Impacts 

The county‐wide habitat maps are not a precise representation of the Port everglades project footprint 
and do not depict the habitats at the most appropriate scale for impact assessment. I use them here for 
comparison to the USACE methodology and results to determine impact areas for mitigation. 

The DEIS does not well explain how benthic habitat impact areas were determined. The county‐wide 
polygons appear to have been clipped to depth contours in the lidar data and the area shallower than a 
limit was summed for direct impacts. Proposed alternative 2E (TSP) has several areas listed for impacts 
based on the selected depth. Although this was done for 5 depths, we focused here on the ‐59 as it also 
pertains to the Port Everglades EIS Appendix 2E – Mitigation. Much of the following discussion may likely 
apply to the impacts at other depths as well. It is unfortunate that the DEIS is not clear about ‐57’ or ‐59’ 
as the chosen project depth. 

Appendix 2E did not explain the methodology behind calculating the impacts areas for mitigation well. 
One confusing aspect was on page 12 it states “Scenario 2, i.e., in the event of no cable and anchor 
impacts, would result in 16.64 acres of impact to the middle and outer reef combined, of the project is 
dredged to the recommended alternative – 57 feet total dredge depth (50+7+1+1 = authorized depth 
(ft) + required underkeel clearance + required overdredge (ft) + allowable overdrege (ft)).” This is 
confusing because, aside from grammatical errors, it states ‐57 ft depth yet parenthetically adds up to ‐
59. I assume ‐59 to be the appropriate contour to allow for comparable results. 

Before evaluating the habitat areas for direct impact, mapping data were inspected to see if all habitats 
were captured in the county‐wide NSU maps. In 2008, Broward County conducted a repeat lidar survey 
with higher resolution and better processing techniques. These data depicted the seafloor better than 
the 2001 data. A visual inspection of these data showed that several apparent hardbottom features 
were not included in the original 2004 NSU maps. It was also apparent that some of the habitat edges 
needed adjusting due to a difference in map scale. New polygons were created to delineate the new 
features evident in the lidar data. I performed the interpretation. I have over 10 years’ experience 
translating bathymetric data into benthic habitats throughout southeast Florida with greater than 90% 
accuracy depicting hardbottom habitats. The areas are labeled “Previously Unmapped 
Hardbottom/Boulder” in the figures. Next the  ‐59 ft contour was created from the 2008 lidar digital 
elevation model to use for the polygon edge. Separate non‐overlapping hardbottom habitat polygons 
were depicted above and below this line and areas were calculated for each. Figure 3 depicts the final 
map of direct impacts within the channel including the previously unmapped areas. 

Next, the potential direct impacts from the cutterhead dredge anchoring operation was determined by 
clipping the anchor impact areas to the updated map polygons and calculating the acreage of each 
habitat (Figure 4). This was not limited to certain depths like the previous analysis. 

Then, the indirect impacts were calculated for a scenario with anchoring (Figure 5) and without 
anchoring (Figure 6) in a similar manner as above for direct comparison to EIS area calculations. Finally 
the indirect impacts were calculated for a scenario with anchoring (Figure 7) and without anchoring 
(Figure 8) for the 150m buffer area (excluding channel habitats deeper than ‐59). 
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Figure 3. Updated habitat map with refined edges and previously unmapped hardbottom features 
within the proposed channel expansion area depicted. The red line is the 2008 lidar ‐59 ft contour. Areas 
are tabulated for all habitats shallower than ‐59 ft (top) and deeper than ‐59 ft (bottom). 



 

 

 

                           

                         

 

Figure 4. Updated map showing the potential anchoring impacts from a cutterhead dredge operation 
(habitats within triangles only). This map includes refined edges and previously unmapped hardbottom. 



 

 

 

                           

                         

       

Figure 5. Updated map showing the potential indirect impacts dredge operation for scenario without 
anchoring. This map includes refined edges, previously unmapped hardbottom, and all habitats deeper 
than ‐59ft in the channel. 



 

 

 

                             

                         

                 

 

Figure 6. Updated map showing the potential indirect impacts from a cutterhead dredge operation with 
anchoring (habitats outside of triangles only). This map includes refined edges, previously unmapped 
hardbottom, and all habitats deeper than ‐59ft in the channel. 



 

 

 

                           

                           

           

Figure 7. Updated map showing the potential indirect impacts dredge operation for scenario without 
anchoring. This map includes refined edges and previously unmapped hardbottom. It does not include 
any indirect impacts in the channel. 



 

 

 

                             

                           

                     

 

                                   

                                 

                                       

                  

                                       

                                     

                                 

                     

                                 

                             

                   

Figure 8. Updated map showing the potential indirect impacts from a cutterhead dredge operation with 
anchoring (habitats outside of triangles only). This map includes refined edges and previously unmapped 
hardbottom. It does not include any indirect impacts in the channel. 

The results of my analysis differ from the DEIS. Direct impacts in the channel shallower than ‐59 ft were 
16.85 acres as compared to 16.64 acres reported in the EIS Scenario 1. Anchoring would create an 
additional 19.31 acres of impacts for a total of 36.16 acres for Scenario 2. The EIS reports 33.12 acres of 
impact for Scenario 2 which is 3.04 acres less. 

The EIS reported Indirect impacts to the Outer Reef in Scenario 1 as 32.65 ac while I calculated 33.92 ac. 
I found Scenario 1 Middle Reef impacts (63.45 ac) similar to those reported in the DEIS (63.46 ac). For 
Scenario 2 the DEIS reported indirect impacts for Outer and Middle reefs as 37.69 ac and 75.55 
respectively, while my analyses found 39.37 ac and 77.31 ac respectively. 

I do not agree that habitats deeper than ‐59 ft should be excluded from the direct impact calculations. 
When compared to the DEIS, my estimates were consistently larger in both scenarios. I recommend 
using these outcomes as the impact areas for each scenario. 
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Cumulative Impacts and Historic context of PE hardbottom communities 

The draft EIS minimizes previous losses of hardbottom due to port construction activities by equating 
the proposed impacted amount (which is wrong according to Appendix 2E) to a percent of all the 
hardbotttom in Broward County. Equating it to a percent makes the impacts seem much less. What’s 
more relevant is the actual amount lost. Walker et al. (2012) published a peer‐reviewed paper on the 
estimated historical losses of port and shipping activities in SE FL. They estimated that Port Everglades 
has historically dredged 58.5 acres of hardbottom and buried 178 acres of Outer Reef due to improper 
dumping of spoil material. Using county‐wide mean coral density (2.6 m‐²) and percent cover (3.75%), 
historically PE development has impacted 6,149,000 corals equating to 180 acres of live tissue area. 
Using these same numbers, the direct impacts for scenario 1 will impact 380,000 corals with 1.36 acres 
of live cover and scenario 2 will impact 177,000 corals with 0.63 acres of live cover. 

Furthermore the EIS does not describe any cumulative impacts for hardbottom. Although the effect of 
impacting 6 million corals is difficult to measure, it surely must’ve had some impact on surrounding 
communities. In addition, the burial of 178 acres of Outer Reef due to improper spoil disposal had a 
lasting effect on the system. This spoil remains in place today where rocks of all sizes are piled on the 
reef. These likely shift during high energy events and continually impact the local community. This is why 
the communities in the Dial Cordy 2009 benthic assessment are lower than the controls at the 
previously impacted sites. 

I recommend this section be rewritten to reflect a more accurate depiction of cumulative impacts on the 
reefs near Port Everglades. 
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Florida East Coast 

RAILWAY 

Robert B. Ledoux, Esq. 
Senior Vice President & General Counsel 

August 9, 2013 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, Florida 32207 

RE: USACOE Feasibility Study & Environmental Impact Statement for Port Everglades 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

Florida East Coast Railway (FECR) fully supports the deepening and widening 
project at Port Everglades. As you may be aware, Port Everglades is not only a leading 
container port in Florida but is one of the nation's leading container ports. It is among 
the most active cargo ports in the United States and is the main seaport for petroleum 
products for South Florida. The Port is also one of the busiest cruise ship ports in the 
world 

The continued long-term population growth in south Florida in combination with 
an active containerized cargo international trade connection creates an opportunity for 
future growth at Port Everglades. However, the existing depth of 42-feet does not 
provide adequate, safe depth for large tankers and container ships currently visiting the 
harbor. The next generation of container ships and oil tankers require significantly 
more channel depth to operate efficiently. Therefore, in order to remain a leader in 
international trade, Port Everglades must have deeper water to accommodate the 
newer and larger ships that are expected to pass through the expanded Panama Canal 
in 2015. 

The combination of the Port's three priority cargo projects- the deepening, 
adding new berths, and the building of an on-port freight rail facility, will create 7,000 
new jobs locally and support another 135,000 jobs statewide when at full capacity. The 
addition of the one-of-a-kind intermodal container transfer facility (ICTF) at Port 
Everglades will be utilized to transfer the international and domestic containers between 
ship and rail directly at the port resulting in removing an estimated 180,000 trucks 
annually off the roads by the year 2029. 

7150 Phillips Highway, Jacksonville, FL 32256 
Phone: 904/279-3111 • Robert.ledoux@fecrwy.com 
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Florida East Coast 

RAILWAY 

Robert B. Ledoux, Esq. 
Senior Vice President & General Counsel 

FECR's new 42.5-acre near-dock ICTF will facilitate containerized cargo transfer 
through the Port to/from the FEC main line by mid-2014. The facility will be unique 
compared to similar facilities at other ports in that both domestic and international cargo 
will be handled at the site, which will result in the advantageous transfer for Port 
Everglades customers and local companies. FEC signed a long-term agreement with 
Broward County in March 2012 to build, operate and maintain the ICTF. Construction 
costs are estimated to be $53 million, which is funded by an $18 million grant from the 
Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) and $35 million from FECR (including a 
$30 million State Infrastructure Bank loan from FOOT). Broward County contributed 
42.5 acres of Port Everglades property, valued at $20 million, for the ICTF. 

It is important to note that NOAA, the federal agency in charge of the oceans and 
its health, is a formal partner and has proposed a reasonable, cost-effective and 
scientifically credible mitigation alternative. We recommend supporting the NOAA plan 
to grow and replace corals up and down the Broward County Coastline and to afford 
NOAA a leadership and responsibility role in mitigation design and implementation. 

Based on the foregoing reasons and for Port Everglades to remain competitive, 
FECR highly recommends that the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers approve the Port 
Everglades deepening and widening project. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Robert B. Ledoux 

7150 Phillips Highway, Jacksonville, FL 32256 
Phone: 904/279-3111 • Robett.ledoux@fectwy.com 
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Florida House of Representatives 
Representative Joe Gibbons 

District 100 
District Office: Tallahassee Office: 
3150 S.W. 52nd Avenue 212 -The Capitol 
Suite 203 402 South Monroe Street 
Pembroke Park, FL 33023 Tallahassee, FL 32399 
(954) 893-5006 (850) 717-5100 

August 9, 2013 

The Army Corps of Engineers 
Terri Jordan-Sellers, USACOE Project Director 
4070 Boulevard Center, Suite 201 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 VIA EMAIL- Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil 

RE: Widening of the Entrance Channel to Port Everglades 

Dear Ms. Sellers, 

I am writing this letter today in support of the Widening of the Entrance Channel to Port 
Everglades. 

Broward County has an active and dynamic environmental community that understands the 
port's significance as an economic engine. Port Everglades supports 11,700 direct jobs locally 
and a total of 201,000 jobs statewide. This deepening project, along with the separate Turning 
Notch Extension and intermodal rail facility on the Port, is projected to create 7,000 new jobs 
regionally and support 135,000 new jobs statewide over the next 15 years for a total 143,000 
jobs. These projects will allow the Port to continue to meet the needs of shipping customers who 
are focusing their ship-building efforts on larger capacity vessels. 

Port Everglades is committed to working with its environmental partners to ensure this project is 
sensitive to our natural resources and that there are ways to grow the port while protecting and 
enhancing the environment. While there are a number of mitigation alternatives in the report, 
one proposed approach supported by NOAA is to use funds to grow and replace corals up and 
down the Broward coastline and with Nova Southeastern University's Coral Reef Institute 
located at the mouth of Port Everglades, we have the leading international research partner in 
our backyard. 

Business counts on Port Everglades to remain one of the strongest economic engines in Florida 
and I feel this Port project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently 
disadvantage our community in competing for global commerce. Therefore I urge you to give 
this project favorable consideration. If you have any questions or if I can be of any further 
assistance please contact me at (954 )893-5006. 

Sincerely, 

cp,A~ 
Joseph Gibbons 

State Representative, District 1 00 


Committees: Appropriations Committee (Democratic Ranking Membe1) · Health Innovation Subcommittee (Democratic Ranking Member) 


Business & Professional Regulation Subcommittee ·Economic Affairs Committee · Health & Human Services Committee 


Joint Legislative Budget Commission · Select Committee on Gaming 
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Ms. Terri Jordan‐Sellers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd. 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 
904‐232‐1817 

Dear Ms. Jordan‐Sellers: 

On behalf of the Broward Workshop, I urge the US Army Corps of Engineers to approve the Feasibility 
Report and draft Environmental Impact Statement for the deepening and widening of Port Everglades 
Harbor. 

The Broward Workshop was established in 1981 and is a private, non‐profit, non‐partisan group of over 100 
CEO’s representing over 33 industries in Broward County. Through the Workshop, business leaders seek to 
identify key issues that are critical to our community’s economy and quality of life and work collaboratively 
with private, public and community organizations to achieve common goals (see attached membership list). 

Port Everglades is an extremely important economic engine to our community and the region: It is the #1 
seaport in Florida by revenue ‐ $143 million; #1 container port in Florida (#12 in US) by volume – 930,000 
TEU’s; #1 port for exports in Florida ‐ $14 billion; #1 Foreign‐Trade Zone (for exports) in the US ‐ $2 billion; 
#2 petroleum port in Florida – 104.8 million barrels and the #3 cruise port in the world – 3.7 million multi‐
day passengers. These numbers are impressive; however; the story doesn’t end there. This project will 
provide over 11,000 direct jobs and generate $729 million of state and local taxes. 

This $313 million project will accommodate new mega‐ships that are replacing the current older fleet. 
These ships are not only expected to pass through an expanded Panama Canal starting in 2015, but are 
coming to our Port today from Europe only partially loaded. Port Everglades is the shortest, straightest 
entrance channel on the Southeastern Atlantic coast, which saves fuel costs and time. This Port project 
should not be delayed any further because it will permanently disadvantage our community in competing 
for global commerce. 

We would also like you to consider utilizing a blend of mitigation options such as, artificial reef creation 
using rock/boulder and modules along with coral transplants; artificial reef placement on the existing “tire 
reef”; potentially restoring historic grounding sites using coral transplants; and possibly including a test site 
for coral propagation from in‐water and land‐based nurseries. We are the home to one of the world’s 
leading coral research facilities at Nova Southeastern University. The expertise to make this a national 
standard of excellence for Port expansion is right in our backyard. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Kareen Boutros 
Executive Director 
Broward Workshop 

150 E. Davie Blvd., #200, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33316; O: 954‐462‐9112; Email: kareen@browardshop.com 
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MEMBERSHIP LIST 

MEMBERS:     COMPANY  

Jack Abdo     Abdo Companies, Inc. 

Joel  Altman     The  Altman  Companies  

Joe Amaturo     The  Amaturo  Groups  

David Armstrong    Broward College 

Ben Baldanza    Spirit Airlines, Inc. 

Walter Banks Lago Mar Resort Hotel and Club 

Steve Belous     Ernst & Young, LLP 

James Berger    Berger Singerman 

Richard Berkowitz    Berkowitz Pollack Brant 

Bob Birdsong    OK Generators 

Colin Brown     JM Family Enterprises, Inc. 

Andrew Cagnetta Transworld Business Brokers, LLC 

Doria Camaraza    American Express 

Mario Cartaya    Cartaya & Associates, Architects P.A. 

Linda Carter     Community Foundation of Broward 

Rick  Case     Rick  Case  Automotive  Group  

Charles Caulkins Fisher & Phillips LLP 

Michael A. Chizner, MD Heart Center of Excellence 

Keith Cobb 

Douglas  Coolman  

James A. Cummings 
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BROWARD WORKSHOP - MEMBERSHIP LIST
 

MEMBERS:     COMPANY  

Shaun Davis     S. Davis & Associates, P.A. 

William “Rick” Derrer James A. Cummings, Inc. 

Melanie Dickinson South Florida Business Journal 

James Donnelly    Castle Group 

Bob  Drinon     Premier  Beverage  Company  

Joseph Farrell    Resolve Marine Group 

Bernie Fernandez, MD   Cleveland Clinic Florida 

Maurice Ferre, MD Mako Surgical Corporation 

Ray Ferrero, Jr. Nova Southern University 

Gary Glenewinkel Glenekinkel Construction Company, LLC 

Craig Grant     PNC Bank 

Howard Greenberg Sun Sentinel / Orlando Sentinel 

Gerald Greenspoon    Greenspoon Marder 

Sean  Guerin     EMERGE  

Steve Halmos    Halmos Holdings, Inc. 

Dr. George Hanbury Nova Southern University 

Alan Hooper     Hooper Construction 

David Horvitz    WLD Enterprises, Inc. 

Steve Hudson    Hudson Capital Group 

H. Wayne Huizenga Huizenga Holdings, Inc. 

Mike Jackson    AutoNation, Inc. 
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BROWARD WORKSHOP - MEMBERSHIP LIST
 

MEMBERS:     COMPANY  

John Johnson    Catholic Health East 

Kathy Koch Ambit Advertising and Public Relations 

Keith Koenig     City Furniture 

Rob Kornaherns Advanced Roofing & Green Technologies 

Roy Krause     HLCL Group 

Kurt Langsenkamp    Steel Fabricators 

Ina Lee     Travelhost Elite Media 

Ray Leightman    Northern Trust Bank 

Armando Leighton    CRS Jet Spares 

George Lemieux Gunster 

Alan B. Levan    BBX Capital 

Jarett Levan     BBX Capital 

Alan Levine     Enterprise Holdings 

Alan J. Levy Great American Farms, Inc. 

Gerry Litrento BankUnited 

Robert Lochrie III Lochrie & Chakas, P.A. 

Per  Loof     Kemet  

Bill Mahoney    Mahoney & Associates 

Steve Mariano    Patriot National Insurance Group 

W. Grey Marker III The Marker Group 

Ralph A. Marrinson    Marrinson Group 

Mark McCormick    Gulfstream Media Group 

Nick Milano     Holland & Knight 
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BROWARD WORKSHOP - MEMBERSHIP LIST
 

MEMBERS:     COMPANY  

Thomas J. Miller    Miller Construction Company 

Harry K. Moon, MD Himmarshee Surgical Partners, LLP 

George A. Morgan, Jr. Morgan Property Group 

Bob  L.  Moss     MOSS  &  Associates  

Jim Motta     Motta Group 

Ramola Motwani    Merrimac Ventures 

Bernie Moyle    Vantage Hospitality Group, Inc 

Frank Nask     Broward Health 

Peggy Nordeen Starmark 

Michael Oster    BB&T Bank 

Charles Palmer North American Company LLC 

Tim  Petrillo     The  Restaurant  People  

George Platt     LSN Partners, LLC 

Harry Posin Label & Co. Developments, Inc. 

Evan  Rees     Capital  Bank  

Ramon A. Rodriguez Rodriguez Ferro 

Andrew Rosen    Kaplan, Inc. 

Gary  Rosen     Becker  &  Poliakoff  

Juliet Roulhac Florida Power & Light 

Robert Runcie Broward County Public Schools 

Frank Sacco     Memorial Healthcare System 

Greg Sandefur United Spirits of Florida, LLC 
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BROWARD WORKSHOP - MEMBERSHIP LIST
 

MEMBERS:     COMPANY  

Justin Sayfie     Sayfie  Law  Firm  

Frank Scruggs    Berger Singerman 

Kevin Senecal    Divers Direct 

Kelley Shanley Broward Center for the Performing Arts 

Thomas H. Shea Right Management 

Dennis D. Smith Tripp Scott, P.A. 

Phil Smith     Phil Smith Automotive Group 

Ray Southern Raymond C. Southern Consulting 

Cyril “Sid” Spiro    Regent Bank 

Terry W. Stiles Stiles 

Patrick Taylor Holy Cross Hospital, Inc 

Scott  Verner    Nipro  Diagnostics  

Gary Wendt     Deerpath Capital Management 

Richard “Dick” Wessel 

Lynne Wines     First Southern Bank 

Steve Woods     Keefe McCullough 

STAFF 

Kareen Boutros Gaynel Smith 
Executive Director Administrative Coordinator 

150 E. Davie Blvd., Suite 200, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33316 
Tel: (954) 462-9112, Fax: (954) 462-9129,  
Email: kareen@browardworkshop.com / gaynel@browardworkshop.com 
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Comments on the Army Corps of Engineers Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) Relative to Potential Impacts to Nova 
Southeastern University 

Official Comments directed to: 
Terri Jordan-Sellers 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 
terri.jordan-sellers@usace.army.mil 
Phone: 904-232-1817 

From: Richard Dodge, PhD 
Nova Southeastern University Oceanographic Center 
8000 N. Ocean Dr. 
Dania Beach, FL 33004 

Nova Southeastern University (NSU) owns property fronting directly on Port Everglades. 
This is the Nova Southeastern University Oceanographic Center (NSU OC). The 
property is between the US Coast Guard station and the US Navy base. 

Deepening and widening of Port Everglades is being considered in the above 
mentioned Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  Dredging is proposed to 
come very close to NSU property. There is a long deck over the water (wharf) at the 
NSU OC, an entrance channel to its marina, and seawall fronting the Port . NSU has 
some structural engineering design concerns. There are conditions along the NSU 
property fronting the port, including at the southern end, which may be impacted by the 
harbor deepening including if the Coast Guard marina is removed and channel 
transitions are created in its place. 

The wharf attaches to a seawall at its east side. This seawall is designed for only a 
nominal amount of water to the mud line. There will need to be protection provided at 
this corner and along the length of the wharf including in the east to west direction to 
avoid deeper water turbulence problems which could undermine the existing concrete 
structures. There are many solutions to this protection problem and these solutions 
should be utilized as part of the harbor deepening project. Attention needs to be given 
that the dredging along the length of NSU property does not damage wharf, seawall, 
and other infrastructure. 

Please attend to the important matter. Thank you. 
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Comments on the Army Corps of Engineers Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) on: 

DEIS Appendix E: Port Everglades Navigation Improvements- Draft 
Comprehensive Mitigation Plan and Incremental Cost Analysis 

And 

DEIS Appendix E2: Mitigation Requirements Analysis for Hardbottom 
Resources Associated with Port Everglades Harbor Navigation 
Improvements 

Official Comments directed to: 
Terri Jordan-Sellers 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 
terri.jordan-sellers@usace.army.mil 
Phone: 904-232-1817 

From: 
Richard Dodge, PhD 
Nova Southeastern University Oceanographic Center 
8000 N. Ocean Dr. 
Dania Beach, FL 33004 

Executive Summary: 

The DEIS gives details of the Corps decisions on: extent of impact (direct and indirect) from 
entrance channel dredging, the type of mitigation (boulders) chosen, use of their “modified” 
Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) to determine their amount of mitigation, and their estimate 
of project cost. The DEIS also contains a NOAA alternative analysis and a recommendation by 
NOAA for the type and amount of mitigation (including transplantation of nursery grown corals 
to enhance/restore natural reefs). 

The NOAA mitigation alternative is recommended. This type of mitigation is more scientifically 
credible than the Corps choice of mitigation and has greater equivalency with services lost from 

1
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From: Jack Bennings 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for the Port Everglades Expansion 
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 8:49:10 AM 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 

Project Director 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 

Terri, I wanted to extend my support of the Port Everglades expansion project. I had the opportunity to 
attend the afternoon session and felt there was an overwhelming support for this project. 

As we discuss and support the economic impact to Broward County in various industries the jobs 
expansion projections are vital to our growing economy in South Florida. We recently had another 
Alliance meeting at the Nova Coral Reef Oceanic Center and Dr. Dodge commented about the issues of 
creating the artificial reef and using their expertise and advice to blend the economic impact with the 
environmental concerns makes Broward County and the Port good stewards for the environment. 

I wanted to through in my personal support of the expansion of Port Everglades and working toward a 
vibrate Port for years to come. 

Continued success and your support is greatly appreciated to move this project along in an expeditous 
manner. 

Jack Bennings 

Director of Workforce Development 
WorkForce One/Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance 

Broward County’s Official Economic Development Partnership 

Alliance Map <http://goo.gl/maps/FlvZn> 
P: 954.627.0136 C: 954.822.2012
	

jbennings@gflalliance.org | www.gflalliance.org <http://www.gflalliance.org/>
	

Upcoming Alliance Events:
	

August 29, 2013 | Gulfstream Park | Alliance Council Connect Cocktail Party
	

October 17, 2013 | Alliance Annual Dinner
	

Please RSVP for these events and meetings at www.GFLAlliance.org <http://www.gflalliance.org/>
	

mailto:jbennings@gflalliance.org
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
http://goo.gl/maps/FlvZn
http://www.gflalliance.org/
http://www.gflalliance.org/
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Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance - Winner of Business Facilities 2013 “Excellence in Economic 
Development Award” and Business Facilities 2012 inaugural “Achievement in Public-Private Partnership 
Award.” To read more, please click here <http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php? 
src=news&srctype=detail&category=Press%20Releases&refno=1688> . 

Why <http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A> have so many companies relocated 
to Greater Fort Lauderdale ? Click here <http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A> 
to find out! (90 second video) 

http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php?src=news&srctype=detail&category=Press%20Releases&refno=1688
http://www.gflalliance.org/index.php?src=news&srctype=detail&category=Press%20Releases&refno=1688
http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A
http://www.youtube.com/browardall#p/a/u/0/3dzX1Kpql8A


 
 

 

   
  

                
   

  
  

 
 

             
  

 
   

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
   

   
 

 
 

  
  

     
  

 
    

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
  

 
  

     
    

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

August 12, 2013 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 
Project Director 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) 
Via Email: Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

Our Firm has offices in Fort Lauderdale and as part of our expansion in Broward County, the economic 
development of Broward County is very important for our Firm.  The marine, cruise and cargo industries in 
Broward County are vital to Broward County’s economic success and the project to deepen and widen 
Port Everglades is a critical component of that success.  Port Everglades is one of the largest cruise ports 
in the United States as well as one of the largest cargo ports.  Increasing the depth and width of the Port 
will enable it to accommodate larger ships and freighters which will increase jobs and stimulate the 
economy in Broward County. 

In addition to helping the marine industry, cruise industry, tourist industry and cargo industry, the Port 
Everglades project will also provide much needed environmental protections for the Port.  Artificial reefs 
can be created using rocks/boulders and modules along with coral transplants; artificial reef placement on 
the existing “tire reef”; potentially restoring historic grounding sites using coral transplants; and possibly 
including a test site for coral propagation from in-water and land-based nurseries. Broward County is the 
home to one of the world’s leading coral research facilities at Nova Southeastern University and the 
expertise to make this a national standard of excellence for Port expansion is right in our backyard. 

Our elected officials at the local, state and Federal levels have all worked hard to push this initiative 
forward. The time is now if we want this project to make it into the authorizing legislation for 2013. Your 
support of the Port Everglades project is appreciated. Thank you very much. 

Very truly yours, 

RICHARD A. BERKOWITZ 
CEO 

RAB:cr 

200 South Biscayne Blvd., Sixth and Seventh 515 East Las Olas Blvd., Fifteenth Floor 5100 Town Center Circle, Suite 430 Boca 
Floors Miami, Florida 33131-5351 Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33301-4267 Raton, Florida 33486-1021 
Phone: 305-379-7000 • Fax: 305-379-8200 Phone: 954-712-7000 • Fax: 954-712-7070 Phone: 561-361-2000 • Fax: 561-361-2005 

www.bpbcpa.com • Toll Free: 800-999-1CPA (1272) 

mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
227

http:www.bpbcpa.com


   
   

  

   

  

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

BROWARD GROUP OF THE SIERRA CLUB • TROPICAL AUDUBON SOCIETY • 
BISCAYNE BAY WATERKEEPER • THE SOUTH FLORIDA AUDUBON SOCIETY • 

LOXAHATCHEE GROUP, SIERRA CLUB 

August 13, 2013 

Ms. Terri Jordan–Sellers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd., Jacksonville, FL 32207 
Email: Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil 

Re: 	 Navigation Improvements 

Port Everglades Harbor, 

Broward County, Florida 


Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Public Comments Submitted by Tropical Audubon Society 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

Introduction 

The undersigned environmental and civil groups, collectively representing thousands of 
Floridians, hereby submit their comments and concerns regarding the pending navigational 
improvements intended for the Port Everglades Harbor in Broward County. The comments and 
questions submitted below focus on the methods used to make these improvements and the 
efforts intended to mitigate the great impact that the expansion of the channels into the harbor 
will have on the environment and the lack of a lower consumption no-action alternative. 

The proposed action by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to deepen, widen, 
and extend the channels and turning basins of the Port Everglades Harbor have been deemed 
necessary in order to allow for increased safety and efficiency of Post-Panamax vessels and 
accommodate for an increased size of the world’s fleet of container ships through 2060. The 
primary objectives of the project are to (1) decrease costs caused by vessel congestion, channel 
restrictions, and berth deficiencies; (2) decrease transportation costs through increasing 
economies of scale for vessels at the Port; and (3) increase channel safety and maneuverability at 
the Port for existing and larger vessels. These objectives are pursued while incorporating the 
Environmental Operating Principles, which include fostering sustainability, proactively 
considering environmental consequences, and creating economic and environmentally 
sustainable solutions. 

The navigation improvement project, if permitted, will have profound impacts on the 
spectacular but fragile environment in the Port Everglades Harbor, with several anticipated days 
of blasting and dredging and disposal of dredge and excavation materials offshore and onshore, 
and no concrete assignment of where all the materials will be disposed if the Offshore Dredged 
Material Disposal Site (ODMDS) is not expanded. 

1
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The necessity of receiving these larger vessels is predicated on an increased demand, 
especially for petroleum, in South Florida created by the projected increases in the region’s 
population. While the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) considered a significant number of 
alternatives, it does not properly consider decreased dependency on petroleum products, or 
support any alternatives that would result in such a decreased dependency. Additionally, the fuel 
consumption projections used for the year 2015 were made by the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection in 2005. More recent projections would more accurately predict near 
future trends. A heavy emphasis on decreasing our dependency is necessary for the long term 
economic and environmental health of South Florida’s local communities. No-action alternatives 
were rejected on the reasoning that different methods of increasing supply of petroleum would 
become necessary even without the completion of this project. These other methods (trucking 
and rail) would ultimately result in more environmental damage than this project would cause, 
and thus the proposed plan appears to be the least damaging method on the environment for 
increasing access to petroleum in the region. The no-action alternatives in particular did not 
consider decreasing demand for petroleum products, and instead focused exclusively on ways of 
increasing supply. 

The U.S Global Research Program has projected a global average of sea-level rise to be 
3.5 feet by the end of the century while the Atlantic and Gulf regions of the United States will 
experience above the global average sea-level rise.1 Florida is one of the most sensitive areas to 
climate change on the planet due to its lengthy coastline, low relief, high coastal population 
density, ecologically and economically vital beaches, estuaries, and wetlands, and porous 
limestone geology.2 The consequences of any project on drinking water quality and real estate 
value merit serious consideration. Further increasing the dependency on petroleum products is 
not a sustainable solution.3 

Thus, the best possible situation for the local environment would be a no-action 
alternative and emphasis on reducing the consumption of petroleum based products. Although 
such a no-action alternative is extremely unlikely, there is a real likelihood that the dredging of 
Port Everglades Harbor will not be effective in attracting the anticipated volume of Post-
Panamax shipping volume. 

The Port of Miami is currently authorized to receive deepening in order to receive the 
vessels this project intends to accommodate. This is dismissed and only currently capable ports 

1 Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States, Thomas R. Karl, Jerry M. Melillo, and Thomas C. Peterson,
 
(eds.). Cambridge University Press, 2009, available at http://downloads.globalchange.gov/usimpacts/pdfs/climate‐
impacts‐report.pdf.
 
2 A Multi‐Disciplinary Review of Current Sea‐Level Rise Research in Florida, Anna C. Linhoss, Lisa G. Chambers, Kevin
 
Wozniak, and Tom Ankersen, Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences, University of Florida, Feb. 2013, available
 
at http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/sg125.
 
3 Rapid Accumulation of Committed Sea‐Level Rise from Global Warming, Benjamin H. Strauss, Climate Central,
 
available at http://assets.climatecentral.org/pdfs/Strauss‐PNAS‐2013.pdf.
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(Virginia, New Jersey, etc.) and shallow ports (Jacksonville, Tampa) that require a project like 
this or other methods of accepting these large vessels such as lightering and offshore unloading 
were considered in the no-action alternatives. Rather than attempting to accommodate the larger 
shipping vessels, Port Everglades has an opportunity to focus on the significantly more 
maneuverable and less depth restricted cruise ships while maintaining a more attractive 
environment for such traffic. This is particularly true because the Port of Miami has already 
taken significant steps to improve its harbor to attract these Post-Panamax ships. Thus, there is 
no guarantee that the completed Port Everglades Harbor project will result in an increase of the 
sought after ships coming to Fort Lauderdale. Instead of pursuing an uncertain course, Broward 
County can capitalize on the negative environmental impact that Miami-Dade County will 
experience from its dredging project and continue to receive the current transportation ships 
while attracting more cruise vessels. The long-term cumulative impacts of transforming the 
Harbor into one of the largest and busiest ports has the potential to devastate the environment. 

In today’s economy there is a great concern with the number of jobs available. This 
project proposes to ultimately create jobs in the port and surrounding area. However, the tourism 
and fishing industries in the local area are significant and should not be overlooked. To minimize 
negative impacts associated with the proposed port expansion, it is extremely important that the 
environmental permitting process for this project be rigorous and extensive, that community 
outreach be paramount and that no shortcuts be made in terms of the time needed to fully explore 
the consequences of this project. This should include seeking out agency and community input 
from local, state and federal levels. There should also be no shortcuts in either the costs that will 
be incurred to ensure best management practices or to employ the least environmentally harmful 
methods available. The highest quality mitigation strategy is required to protect our existing 
resources. Quality mitigation plans should have an end result of restoring habitats to keep intact 
resources healthy, effectively resolving anticipated issues, and taking into account any likely, yet 
unanticipated, secondary impacts.  

Ultimately, expansion of the Port will almost certainly have a negative effect on the 
environment that the tourism and fishing industries rely upon. In 2012, 1,058,000 persons were 
directly employed by the tourism industry in Florida, and approximately 91.4 million tourists 
came to the state to spend $71.8 billion dollars.4 In addition to being a major attraction for year 
round visitors, South Florida’s coasts are a focal point of community life.  The net gain of jobs 
from this project will ultimately be diminished without extensive environmental considerations 
to protect the significant number of individuals employed by the tourism and fishing industries.  

The proposed plan dismisses potentially less destructive means of navigating the reef 
tract in favor of more direct paths for these large ships. This sacrifice of the environment for 
economic expediency is short-sighted. The proposed plan includes cutting a direct route to the 

4 VISIT FLORIDA Research, available at http://www.visitflorida.com/en‐us/media/research.html. 
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Port—this will result in the destruction of “only” the top of the reef. But the types of impacts 
anticipated from this project can have irreversible effects.  

Hard corals are the primary reef building corals and living corals grow on top of their 
dead predecessors.5 Corals only lay down from .2 cm to 10 cm a year of the calcium carbonate 
which provides the foundation for the reef.6 Destroying several feet off the top of a coral reef— 
where the living corals are—can have extremely destructive results. Even just touching or 
grazing coral polyps has the potential to harm corals by damaging the polyp or mucous 
membrane they use for protection from disease, or by leaving it vulnerable to overgrowth or 
predation.7 

Coral reefs also provide an extremely valuable service as storm protection, protecting our 
coasts, and reducing the costs created by hurricanes and other storms. Additional consideration 
should be given to the economic importance of coral reefs in providing storm protection. Coastal 
storms cause approximately 71% of all disaster damage in the United States and each meter of 
reef protects an estimated $47,000 of property value.8 

The well-being of the environment should be prioritized in order to ensure the long-term 
health and economic vitality of South Florida. Other alternatives better protect South Florida’s 
assets. In particular, we direct your attention to comments most recently released by the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Additionally, environmental groups have presented 
alternatives that have a greater positive impact on the environment while still permitting the 
expansion of the port to occur. Chief among these is the comment letter submitted by The Nature 
Conservancy regarding an alternative mitigation plan to the one proposed in the draft EIS 
statement. To these aforementioned comments, we add our voices of concern. 

Given that the tourism and fishing industries drive the region’s economy and both are 
dependent upon a healthy environment, the environment should merit the highest possible 
protection and negative effects should be carefully considered. The importance of natural 
resources should not be overlooked in pursuit of rapid expansion. South Floridians should be 
especially wary of sacrificing the environment for efficiency due to the economic and cultural 
reliance we have on our unique and valuable environment. 

Below please find a list of concerns, comments, and questions that we are raising 
(categorized by issue). 

5 Coral Anatomy and Structure, NOAA Coral Reef Conservation Program, available at 
http://coralreef.noaa.gov/aboutcorals/coral101/anatomy/.
6 Id.
 
7 Threats to Coral Reefs, Reef Relief, available at http://reefrelief.org/threats‐to‐coral‐reefs/; Hands Off Diving:
 
Research on the Effects of Touching Corals, D. Kent Backman, Sustainable Ecosystems Institute, available at
 
http://www.sei.org/touch.html.

8 Coral Reefs Protect Coastlines, NOAA, available at
 
http://www.noaa.gov/features/protecting_1208/coastlines.html.
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We hereby submit the following questions and comments regarding the following plans: 
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Disposal Management Plan 

A majority of the dredged materials will be placed in an Ocean Dredged Material 
Disposal Site (ODMDS), which is currently proposed to expand. The proposed expansion is 
being conducted by the USEPA, but the USEPA opted not to incorporate their analysis into the 
Port Everglades EIS. The EIS states, “If the ODMDS is not expanded, the maximum amount of 
material that can be placed within the existing ODMDS will be deposited, and further 
alternatives will be explored for the disposition of the remaining material.” Potential alternatives 
should be clearly articulated as the project is considered by the public. 

Additionally, only a small upland disposal site is available for any material that does not 
qualify for deposit at the offshore disposal site. Even though previous projects have indicated 
acceptable levels for heavy metals were not exceeded, some dredged material may require 
toxicity testing if they are scheduled to go to the ODMDS.  

Questions: 

 In the event that further toxicity is discovered in dredged materials where will these 
materials be sent? 

 What potential alternatives for deposit of dredging materials outside of the ODMDS 
could be explored and why aren’t they being explored initially? 

Blasting Impacts 

The use of explosives can adversely affect aquatic ecosystems and organisms.9 The 
primary cause of damage to aquatic life or other structures is due to the shock wave resulting 
from the explosion. This proposed project includes 300-400 blast days. Mitigation will be done 
primarily through observation with a Caged Fish Study conducted as well as fish kill monitoring 
from the surface only. Additionally, blasting will be limited seasonally and only occur at certain 
times of day and will incorporate fish repulsion. While these mitigation efforts are promising, 
they should not preclude the incorporation of additional mitigation measures. 

Other mitigation techniques to reduce the potential for mortality to aquatic life include: 1) 
review of the explosive design and provide mitigation recommendations based on that design; 2) 
evaluation of the potential impact and mitigation recommendations based on biological 
considerations; and, 3) evaluation of potential impact and require physical measures (such as 
bubble curtains or physical barriers) to minimize impacts.10 Given the importance of the area's 
environment as well as the property of local residents and businesses, the adoption of additional 
mitigation measures should be encouraged. 

9 The Environmental Effects of Underwater Explosions with Methods to Mitigate Impacts, Thomas M. Keevin, Ph.D.
 
and Gregory L. Hempen, Ph.D., P.E., R.G., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers St. Louis District, August 1997, available at
 
http://www.denix.osd.mil/nr/upload/underwaterexplosions.pdf.

10 Id. at 78.
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Comments: 

	 The adoption of additional mitigation measures should be encouraged. 

Questions: 

	 Can additional blasting mitigation efforts be incorporated beyond the minimum standard 
set by the Port of Miami project? 

Turbidity and Sedimentation Standards 

Water quality is significantly impacted by influxes of sediment, whether it is accumulated 
on surfaces or suspended in the water column. Even though typical increases in suspended 
sediment are restricted spatially and not persistent, acute effects on marine organisms still occur 
at elevated sediment concentrations.11 Influxes of sediment will occur both during the dredging 
process as well as during the disposal of dredge materials. Dredging activities that result in 
changes in sediment texture will alter the organism composition of the area. Sediment suspension 
results in decreased primary production, fish gill clogging and irritation, and effects on filter-
feeding organisms.12 Depending on the sediment composition, the effects of sedimentation can 
vary dramatically. For example, organically rich sediments can result in algal blooms, and 
increased turbidity can cause reduced primary production and drastically lower oxygen levels 
and increased turbidity can affect the immune function and physiological condition of 
organisms.13 

The turbidity mitigation best management practices (BMPs) are not incorporated into the 
EIS in anticipation of requirements being made by the state permit. Typical BMPs include 
turbidity monitoring with contingency shutdown stipulations, limitations, and real time tracking 
of overflow. USACE expects the turbidity and sedimentation to be similar to the 2004 and 2006 
O&M dredging events of the Key West entrance channel, or the 1980-1981 deepening of Port 
Everglades where “no effects directly linked to the dredging were observed or reported.” 
However, the Lower Keys Fishing Guides Association observed an immediate and significant 
decline in sport fish such as tarpon in the area of the channel expansion, with the loss of coral, 
sponges and other organisms from the channel bottom, there was reduced habitat for the bait fish 
that attracted tarpon, and without this food supply the tarpon did not accumulate off Key West 
and instead dispersed to other locations.14 In Key West there are fears that repercussions could be 
“permanent and devastating,” as communities in Texas and Homosassa have observed, where the 

11 Turbidity and Sedimentation, Problems Associated with Turbidity and Sedimentation, NOAA, available at 
http://nerrs.noaa.gov/doc/siteprofile/acebasin/html/modules/watqual/wmtursed.htm.
12 Id.
 
13 Id.
 
14 Dredging the Key West Channel for Larger Cruise Ships, Last Stand, June 23, 2013, available at http://last‐
stand.org/issues‐news/dredging‐key‐west‐channel‐larger‐cruise‐ships‐referendum‐horizon.
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fisheries were impacted in such a way that certain species no longer frequent the areas at all.15 

Dredging for port construction in southeast Florida has accounted for impacts to over 684 
hectares of coral reef habitats, including the destruction of 4.5 million corals through burial.16 

Previous Port Everglades projects have been estimated to account for 32.1% of the total 
impacted area.17 

Comments: 

	 Dredging, especially for port projects, has been recognized as significantly detrimental to 
local habitats including coral reefs and other benthic communities. 

Questions: 

	 What additional protection can USACE provide for the habitats that will be affected by 
this project? 

	 How can the experience with turbidity and sedimentation in previous projects be 
improved for the Port Everglades? 

Natural Resources Affected 

Concerns regarding the seagrass communities, hardbottom and reef communities, 
fisheries, and protected species impacted by this projected are significant. In both the public 
meeting and the focus meeting, the main focus was on the coral reef and hardbottom habitats. 
We want to make sure that these other species are not overlooked by the USACE plan as it 
moves forward. Seagrass and mangrove habitats will also suffer unavoidable impacts.  
Additionally, those working on the port expansion would need to account for the unpredictable 
nature of the protected species. While the mitigation efforts incorporated in the project are 
noteworthy, continued additional monitoring and maintenance of the affected areas is desired. 
Previous projects that required mitigation in South Florida by the Corps have resulted in only 
41% replacement of habitat directly lost to project impacts.18 Additionally, in completed projects 
where monitoring was required only 46% had monitoring performed.19 Finally, even where 
habitat was replaced, one third of the mitigated habitat was determined to have been less than 
adequately mitigated for project impacts.20 

15 Harbor Dredging, Lower keys Guides Association, available at
 
http://lkga.org/LowerKeysGuidesAssociation/News.html.
 
16 Dredging and shipping impacts on southeast Florida coral reefs, Brian K. Walker. (2012).
 
17 Id. at 4.
 
18 Investigations of Mitigation for Coral Reef Impacts in the U.S. Atlantic: South Florida and the Caribbean, United
 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, available at http://www.fws.gov/southeast/es/pdf/finalcrtfatlanticreport.pdf.
 
19 Id. at 33.
 
20 Id.
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The proposed mitigation plan states that Broward County will bear the responsibility of 
construction, monitoring, and success of mitigation efforts for the losses of seagrass and 
mangroves at West Lake Park. Seagrasses provide shelter fish such as snapper, crustaceans, and 
shellfish and serve as food for many marine mammals and water birds.21 

Special consideration should be given to the long term effects the habitat destruction 
caused by blasting and dredging as well as increased ship traffic will have on protected species in 
the area. Johnson's Seagrass, Sea Turtles, and West Indian Manatee will all be negatively 
impacted by this project directly or indirectly.  

Comments: 

	 Comments presented in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration in 
Appendix H should be considered. 

Questions: 

	 What measures have been put into place to ensure that contractors are ultimately being 
held accountable for any potential breaches in the monitoring plans for protected species? 

Mitigation Plan: Hardbottom Habitats 

The proposed mitigation plan, as it pertains to the hardbottom habitats, stemmed from a 
preliminary calculation of the impact acreages for various habitats in the harbor (e.g., the inner, 
middle, and outer reefs). The Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) that was conducted 
developed two impact scenarios for consideration. Scenario 1 considered that 32.30 acres of 
direct impacts would occur, whereas Scenario 2 considered that 15.17 acres of direct impacts 
would occur. The HEA also included that channel walls could function as a habitat, and the walls 
were included in the mitigation analysis. The ultimate decision was to adopt the second scenario, 
which would require considerably less compensatory mitigation, unless “actual damages to reefs 
occurred due to anchor and cable impacts (and is verified by post-construction surveys).” (Port 
Everglades Navigation Improvements – Draft Comprehensive Mitigation Plan and Incremental 
Cost Analysis at App. E 23). The choice of the second scenario exposes a much larger risk of 
damage to the reef habitat, if the calculations of impacts were underestimated. 

In addition, coral transplantation projects require significant monitoring and maintenance 
and there needs to be some insurance that coral transplantation projects will be sustained to the 
extent that coral production can be guaranteed. The corals that are damaged by the channel 
dredging should be included in the mitigation projects, especially given the unidentified ability 
of corals to recover such disturbance. There is a high risk that transplanted corals will not survive 

21 Florida's Seagrasses, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, available at
 
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/coastal/habitats/seagrass/.
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without effective management.22 NOAA has recommended mitigation of corals through 
propagation and outplanting off the Broward County coast.  

Comments: 

 

 

 

Uncertainty in the plan: During the public meetings held on July 23 and 24, 2013, 
USACE representatives explained that the precise methods that will be used to conduct 
the port expansion were uncertain because the contractors would be selecting the best 
ways to complete the job. In order to be completely accurate in the understanding of the 
impacts, the Environmental Impact Statement should create a limit to the methods that 
could be used to complete the job.  

Completion of the plan: Also during the public meeting, USACE representatives 
explained that the disposal site for the waste that would be produced by the project was 
not finalized. In order to avoid unforeseen obstacles, the Environmental Impact Statement 
should have a definitive alternative that has the capacity. 

Lessons Learned from the Port of Miami Dredging Project: USACE now has the benefit 
of the current plan for the Port of Miami project. Taking into consideration some of the 
similarities in the projects, the Port Everglades project should consider the best practices 
used in the Port of Miami plan. 

o	 Although the proposed mitigation plan explains that artificial reef is the most 
cost-effective, the Port of Miami plan discovered a way to include both the 
artificial reef restoration plan and an alternative such as coral transplantation. 
Multiple approaches to restoring the hardbottom habitats create a greater 
opportunity to ultimately achieve the mitigation plan. USACE should consider 
absorbing one or more of the alternatives presented by alternative research groups 
in order to create greater opportunities for success. In particular USACE should 
consider adopting the plan suggested by The Nature Conservancy. 

o	 The Port of Miami plan also included a detailed accountability plan that 

accompanied its mitigation and monitoring plans.
 

Questions: 

	 Has the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provided any additional feedback after their 
original participation in the study? 

	 What supporting information did USACE consider to find the conclusions of what to 
include as direct impacts to the coral reef and indirect impacts to the coral reef in the 
cost-benefit analysis? 

22 Coral Transplantation, Reef Resilience Toolkit, available at
 
http://www.reefresilience.org/Toolkit_Coral/CCRd0_Transplantation.html.
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Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 

Expanded Port activities will increase the occurrence of groundings and potential for 
damage to nearby reef, seagrass, and hard-bottom communities. Additionally, it is reasonably 
foreseeable that increased traffic will result in more localized pollution from ships as well as 
physical contaminants falling off of ships and harming the local areas. The cumulative impacts 
were deemed to be negligible by USACE, but we disagree. The cumulative impacts are a grave 
concern and should not be dismissed without further consideration given to potential for future 
problems.  

Conclusion 

Although we can appreciate the need for the continued economic viability of Port 
Everglades, the natural resources embodied in our coastal environments must not be 
compromised. While the proposed plan is the most environmentally friendly of those presented 
within the EIS, the EIS failed to consider certain alternatives that would be more 
environmentally friendly than the proposed alternative. The EIS incorrectly concludes that no-
action alternatives can only result in solutions that have a more negative environmental impact. 
The local environment is extremely important not only from an aesthetic point of view but from 
an economic perspective as well. This project is primarily focused on decreasing costs for 
transportation into the Port, but the decreases in cost for transportation are being garnered at the 
expense of the local environment.  

It is not clear from the EIS that efforts have been made to calculate the overall economic 
benefits of the expansion plan by implementing a holistic analysis that adequately considers the 
economic cost of the damage to the environment. The environment powers the massive tourism 
industry, which is the foundation of our economy. Any sacrifices in the environment should be 
taken with tremendous caution and projects such as this port expansion should be heavily 
scrutinized. And scrutiny should be brought to bear on any economic studies that support the 
growth projections proffered by business stakeholders in favor of the port expansion. It may well 
be that the harms to the local environment are needless when the nearby Port of Miami has 
already undertaken the burden of a similar dredging project. Perhaps no-action alternatives that 
explore options of reduced consumption will ultimately be the most favorable, both 
environmentally and economically. 

Thank you for your diligent work thus far to protect South Florida’s unique and fragile 
natural resources. We appreciate your time and attention in these matters. 

Please add the undersigned to the list of organizations and individuals to be notified by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in all matters related to this issue. 

11
 



   
   

  

   

 

 

 
 

 

 

BROWARD GROUP OF THE SIERRA CLUB • TROPICAL AUDUBON SOCIETY •
 
BISCAYNE BAY WATERKEEPER • THE SOUTH FLORIDA AUDUBON SOCIETY •
 

LOXAHATCHEE GROUP, SIERRA CLUB
 

Laura Reynolds 
Executive Director 
Tropical Audubon Society 
5530 Sunset Drive 
Miami, FL 33143 
Phone: 305-667-7337 
Email: director@tropicalaudubon.org 
www.tropicalaudubon.org 

Alexis K. Segal, Esq. 
Waterkeeper and Executive Director 
Biscayne Bay Waterkeeper 
465 Ocean Drive #417, 
Miami Beach, FL 33139 
Email: alexis@bbwk.org 
www.bbwk.org 

Doug Young 
President 
South Florida Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 9644, 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33310 
Email: warbler@browardaudubon.org 
www.browardaudubon.org 

Stanley Pannaman 
Programs Chair 

Broward Group of Sierra Club, 

P.O. Box 550561, 

Davie, FL 33355 

Email: stanleypannaman@hotmail.com 

www.florida.sierraclub.org/broward/ 


Drew Martin 
Conservation Chair 
Loxahatchee Group, Sierra Club, 
P.O. Box 6271 
Email: dmandch@aol.com 
http://florida.sierraclub.org/loxahatchee/ 
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August 13, 2013 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 
terri.jordan-sellers@usace.army .mil 
Phone: 904-232-1817 

Dear Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers: 

Florida Power & Light Co. has supported and sustained the development of Port 
Everglades for many decades . We would like to see continued growth and vitalitiy 
at the port and by way of this letter are voicing our support. The importance of the 
port and the latest proposed activities are many: 

o 	 Port Everglades is the gateway for International Trade and Cruise 
Vacations . It is one of the busiest cruise ports in the world and one of the 
Nation's leading container ports. In addition, Port Everglades is the main 
seaport for receiving petroleum products, including gasoline, jet fuel and 
other alternative fuels. 

• 	 The Port currently supports over 11,700 direct jobs locall y and a total of 
201,000 jobs within the State of Florida, not to mention those associated 
jobs throughout the country. The total regional economic activity 
attributable to Port Everglades is over $15.3 billion dollars. 

• 	 In order to remain a leader in International Trade, Port Everglades must 
have deeper water to accommodate the newer, larger generation of cargo 
ships that are expected to pass through the expanded Panama Canal in 
2015. 

• 	 It is an important advance in the DEIS that NOAA, the federal agency in 
charge of the oceans and its hea lth, is a formal partner and has proposed 
a reasonable, cost -effective, and scientifically credible mitigation 
alternative. 

• 	 For speedy resolution of env ironmental issues I recommend supporting 
the NOAA plan to grow and replace corals up and down the Broward 
County Coastline and to afford NOAA a leadership and responsibility rol e 
in mitigation design and implementation. 

Florida Power &Light Company 

700 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, FL 33408 
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On behalf of Florida Power & Light, our customers, employees and shareholders I 
want to thank you for your efforts to keep our seaport modern and competitive and 
growing. 

Sincerely, 

+fU.~ 
Lynn M. Pitts 
Director 
Office of Economic Development 
Florida Power & Light Co. 
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Office of the President 
Willis Holcombe Center 
111 East Las Olas Boulevard, Fort Lauderdale, FL  33301 
Phone:  954-201-7401/Fax 954-201-7357 

J. David Armstrong, Jr., President 

August 13, 2013 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 
Project Director 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd. 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 

Dear Mr. Terri Jordan-Sellers: 

It is with great pleasure that I write to support the deepening and widening project at Port 
Everglades. 

As President of Broward College, I am privileged to serve our students, faculty and staff, all of 
whom stand to benefit tremendously from this expansion project.   Broward College currently 
has an estimated One billion dollar impact on Fort Lauderdale’s local economy. Our students go 
on to become community and business leaders, educators, health care experts, technical 
professionals, law enforcement officers, and marine and automotive industry specialists.  

Academic training begins with us, and expertise is acquired upon graduation through local 
community partners and industry leaders who assist our students by offering them unique job and 
internship opportunities.  

Thus, it is through Broward College’s commitment to watching our graduates succeed in their 
professional lives that I express my support for this outstanding Port expansion project in our 
own backyard. 

We look forward to watching as our graduates thrive and prosper as professionals in an ever 
growing Broward County. 

Sincerely, 

J. David Armstrong Jr.  
President 

AN EQUAL ACCESS/EQUAL OPPORTUNITY INSTITUTION 
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August 13, 2013 

Ms. Terri Jordan‐Sellers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, Florida 32207 

Dear Ms. Jordan‐Sellers: 

As President/CEO of the Greater Pompano Beach Chamber of Commerce, a business organization 
representing over 700 partners and their businesses, I am writing to you in support of the channel 
deepening and widening at Port Everglades, located in here in Broward County, Florida. 

The Greater Pompano Beach Chamber urges you to issue the Chief of Engineer’s Report as quickly as 
possible to position Port Everglades favorably for project authorization in the Water Resources 
Development Act (WRDA) bill, which is currently scheduled to be marked up in September. 

The businesses in Pompano Beach’s industrial corridor with over 33,000,000 square feet of industrial/ 
manufacturing space are dependent upon Port Everglades for both import and export of products 
produced locally. This community, its businesses and residents plead with you to move without further 
delay. 

Port Everglades can no longer wait. Completion of the final report by the end of this year, and project 
authorization by Congress is required before Port Everglades can compete for federal funding to move 
forward with this project. After nearly two decades of waiting, the state of Florida needs your resolute 
commitment to the immediate issuance of the Chief’s Report. 

Sincerely, 

Ric Green 
Ric Green 
President/CEO 
Greater Pompano Beach Chamber of Commerce 

The Greater Pompano Beach Chamber of Commerce, 2200 East Atlantic Boulevard. Pompano Beach, Florida 33062
 
Telephone (954) 941‐2940, Fax; (954) 785 8358, Toll Free (888) 939 5711, www.PompanoBeachChamber.com
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CITY of HOLLYWOOD, FLORIDA 
Office of the Mayor and Commissioners 


2600 Hollywood Blvd. • P.O. Box 229045 • Hollywood, Florida 33022-9045 

Phone (954) 921-3321 • Fax (954) 921-3386 • kbiederman@hollywoodfl.org • www.hollywoodfl.org 


Kevin D. Biederman 

Commissioner 


District 5 


August 13, 2013 

Ms. Terri jordan-Sellers 

Project Director 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

701 San Marco Blvd. 

jacksonville, FL 32207 


Dear Ms. jordan-Sellers: 

Nearly eighty percent (80%) of Port Everglades is located within the City of Hollywood. For the 
past two years, Broward County elected officials and business leaders have been working to 
advance the critical deepening and widening of the Port Everglades navigation channels to 
accommodate new mega-ships that are replacing the current older fleet. This long anticipated 
project has been 17 years in the making. To this end, the City of Hollywood supports the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USCAE) efforts to improve the operational capacity of Port Everglades. 

Today, Port Everglades supports 11,700 direct jobs locally and a total of 201,000 jobs statewide. 
This deepening project, along with the separate Turning Notch Extension and intermodal rail 
facility on the Port, is projected to create 7,000 new jobs regionally and support 135,000 new jobs 
statewide over the next 15 years for a total 143,000 jobs. These projects will allow the Port to 
continue to meet the needs of shipping customers who are focusing their ship-building efforts on 
larger capacity vessels. Broward County needs this project authorized by Congress and subsequent 
funding to remain competitive as the #1 container port in Florida. 

The Corps commitment to minimizing the potential negative environmental impact is equally 
important as the improved operability of the channels. While the City of Hollywood supports the 
USCAE efforts to make Port Everglades more competitive, it is imperative that the USCAE corps and 
the federal government participate in creating solutions for the negative impact the inlet has upon 
beaches to the south. In particular, the sand by pass project is critically needed to help to restore 
the flow of sand to the beaches southward. We hope that as the deepening project moves forward, 
the bypass project can also be escalated as a high priority. 

We recognize that in the next few months, Congress may decide whether or not this project will be 
authorized for subsequent funding. Without this authorization, not only will we lose jobs, but Port 
Everglades, one of Florida's key economic engines will lose its competitive edge. The City of 
Hollywood provided written comments during the july 23, 2013 Public Hearing and re-affirms its 
support in this correspondence. 

Our Mission: We arc dedicated to providing municipal services fm our diverse community in an atmosphere of cooperation, courtesy and respect. 

We do this by ensuring all who live, work and play in the City of Hollywood enjoy a high quality of life. 

"An Equal Opportunity and Service Provider Agency" 
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Ms. Terri jordan-Sellers 

Project Director 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

August 13, 2013 

Page 2 


If you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
kbiederman@hollywoodfl.org or at 954-921-3321. 

Sincerely, 

~?~ 
Commissioner, City of Hollywood 

c: 	 Senator Bill Nelson 

Senator Marco Rubio 

Congresswoman Debbie Wasserman Schultz 

Congresswoman Frederica Wilson 

Terry Stiles, Chair, Port Everglades Action Team 

Bob Swindell, President & CEO, Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance 

Anne T. Hotte, CEO/Executive Director, Greater Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 

Mayor and Commissioners, City of Hollywood 

City Manager, City of Hollywood 


mailto:kbiederman@hollywoodfl.org


CITY of HOLLYWOOD, FLORIDA 
Office of the Mayor and Commissioners 


2600 Hollywood Blvd. • P.O. Box 229045 • Hollywood, Florida 33022-9045 

Phone (954) 921-3321 • Fax (954) 921-3386 • lsherwood@hollywoodfl.org • www.hollywoodH.org 


Linda Sherwood 

Commissioner 


District 6 


August 13, 2013 

Ms. Terri jordan-Sellers 

Project Director 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

701 San Marco Blvd. 

jacksonville, FL 32207 


Dear Ms. jordan-Sellers: 

Nearly eighty percent (80%) of Port Everglades is located within the City of Hollywood. For the 
past two years, Broward County elected officials and business leaders have been working to 
advance the critical deepening and widening of the Port Everglades navigation channels to 
accommodate new mega-ships that are replacing the current older fleet. This long anticipated 
project has been 17 years in the making. To this end, the City of Hollywood supports the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USCAE) efforts to improve the operational capacity of Port Everglades. 

Today, Port Everglades supports 11,700 direct jobs locally and a total of 201,000 jobs statewide. 
This deepening project, along with the separate Turning Notch Extension and intermodal rail 
facility on the Port, is projected to create 7,000 new jobs regionally and support 135,000 new jobs 
statewide over the next 15 years for a total 143,000 jobs. These projects will allow the Port to 
continue to meet the needs of shipping customers who are focusing their ship-building efforts on 
larger capacity vessels. Broward County needs this project authorized by Congress and subsequent 
funding to remain competitive as the #1 container port in Florida. 

The Corps commitment to minimizing the potential negative environmental impact is equally 
important as the improved operability of the channels. While the City of Hollywood supports the 
USCAE efforts to make Port Everglades more competitive, it is imperative that the USCAE corps and 
the federal government participate in creating solutions for the negative impact the inlet has upon 
beaches to the south. In particular, the sand by pass project is critically needed to help to restore 
the flow of sand to the beaches southward. We hope that as the deepening project moves forward, 
the bypass project can also be escalated as a high priority. 

We recognize that in the next few months, Congress may decide whether or not this project will be 
authorized for subsequent funding. Without this authorization, not only will we lose jobs, but Port 
Everglades, one of Florida's key economic engines will lose its competitive edge. The City of 
Hollywood provided written comments during the july 23, 2013 Public Hearing and re-affirms its 
support in this correspondence. 

Our Mission: We are dedicated to providing municipal services for our diverse community in an atmosphere ofcooperation, courtesy and respect. 

We do this by ensuring all who. live, work and play in the City of Hollywood enjoy a high quality of lif-e. 

"An Equal Oppojrtunity and Service Provider Agency" 
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Ms. Terri jordan-Sellers 
Project Director 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
August 13, 2013 
Page 2 

If you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
lsherwood@hollywoodfl.org or at 954-921-3321. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Sherwood 
Commissioner, City of Hollywood 

c: 	 Senator Bill Nelson 
Senator Marco Rubio 
Congresswoman Debbie Wasserman Schultz 
Congresswoman Frederica Wilson 
Terry Stiles, Chair, Port Everglades Action Team 
Bob Swindell, President & CEO, Greater Fort Lauderdale Alliance 
Anne T. Hotte, CEO/Executive Director, Greater Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 
Mayor and Commissioners, City of Hollywood 
City Manager, City of Hollywood 

mailto:lsherwood@hollywoodfl.org
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Palm Beach County 

REEF RESCUE 
P.O. Box 207 
Boynton Beach, Florida 33425 
(561) 699-8559 
Email: etichscuba@aol.com 
www.reef-rescue.org       August 13, 2013 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd., Jacksonville, FL 32207 

Via email: Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil 

Re: Comments and Questions 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Port Everglades Expansion 

Other than the obvious removal of coral habitat an underlying tenet in the Draft EIS 
appears to be that if presently existing coral colonies are capable of surviving initial 
injury from turbidity, suspended solids or direct burial that there will be no lasting 
impacts to their biology. No consideration is given to long-term or cumulative impacts 
from this and past projects on the already degraded coral reef ecosystem. In addition, 
there is little or no focus on the potential impacts to the coral’s natural biological 
functions, such as reproduction, larval dispersal, settlement and recruitment. This is 
particularly disturbing since the project is proposed to take place in federally designated 
protected Acroporid coral habitat critical to the survival of the species. The Draft EIS 
fails to assess potential project impacts on coral reproduction and preservation to 
essential habitat identified by NOAA/NMFS as necessary for the survival of the species. 
Failure to consider any impact short of total annihilation is a glairing omission and 
suggests a narrow and archaic view of coral reef biology. 

The Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) Draft EIS appears to underestimates the impact to 
coral reef habitats from the project. The ACOE calculation fails to address impacts to the 
coral reef’s east and west facing slopes below the proposed 57 foot deep channel 
excavation. Elevated turbidity, sedimentation, mechanical damage and rubble generated 
from reef-top excavation will very likely result in negative impacts to the deeper reefs 
zones. 

Why haven’t the impacts to the reef zones below 57 feet been taken into 
consideration in the ACOE loss of coral habitat calculations? The failure to include 
the added coral loss also results in an underestimation of coral mitigation needed 
resulting of project impacts. 

To monitor, preserve and protect the coral reef ecosystem of South Florida through 
research, education and public awareness 
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Palm Beach County 

REEF RESCUE 

The Draft EIS describes secondary impacts to coral habitat up to 150 meters from the 
channel excavation, but fails to provide any rationale or justification to support this 
estimate.  

Was this estimation based on any scientific methodology? 

Based on observations of coastal dredge and fill projects along the southeast coast of 
Florida it is our opinion that sediment and turbidity impacts will extend well beyond 150 
meters from the channel excavation area. 

How will any and all negative impacts beyond 150 meters from the channel be 
documented? 

Considering the potential for a substantial increase in tidal flushing through the 
enlarged channel after expansion, has the ACOE evaluated potential interruption of 
larval coral transport from increased flushing along the reefline? 

Has the ACOE considered impacts on coral spawning, larval transport and 
survival? 

How has sedimentation and turbidity impacts to Acropora coral critical habitat 
been evaluated? 

At the July 2012, 12th International Coral Reef Symposium in Cairns, Australia, 2,600 of 
the world’s most respected coral reef scientists signed a Consensus Statement urging 
governments to take action for the preservation of coral reefs for the benefit of present 
and future generations. The Consensus Statement calls on all governments to ensure the 
future of coral reefs, through global action to reduce the emissions of carbon dioxide and 
other greenhouse gases, and via improved local protection of coral reefs. Coral reefs are 
important ecosystems of ecological, economic and cultural value yet they are in decline 
worldwide due to human activities. Land-based sources of pollution, sedimentation, 
overfishing and climate change are the major threats, and all of them are expected to 
increase in severity. The Statement specifically addresses sedimentation stating “Coral 
reef death also occurs because of a set of local problems including excess sedimentation, 
pollution, habitat destruction, and overfishing. These problems reduce coral growth and 
vitality, making it more difficult for corals to survive climate changes.”  

Currently, one Endangered Species Act (ESA) protected coral (Acropora cervicornis) 
occurs within the EIS impact area. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is 

To monitor, preserve and protect the coral reef ecosystem of South Florida through 
research, education and public awareness 
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Palm Beach County 

REEF RESCUE 

now in the process of considering an additional 82 coral species for ESA protections due 
to their potential extinction risk. Of the 82 corals, seven are found in Broward County 
and within the footprint of the proposed port expansion. According to NMFS Biological 
Review Team’s findings; of these seven, five topped the list of the 82 corals as most 
likely to become extinct by the end of the century unless protective measures are 
instituted. 

Impacts from turbidity and sedimentation on corals are well documented and range from 
direct burial, increased metabolic stress to degradation of substrate preventing coral 
recruitment. Sediment deposition and accumulation affect the overall amount of suitable 
substrate available for larval settlement, recruitment, and fragment reattachment 
(Babcock and Davies 1991, Birrell et al. 2005); both sediment composition and 
deposition affect the survival of juvenile corals reducing available substrate for larval  
recruitment.  Habitat degradation from sediment deposition can disrupt cues for larval 
settlement, leading to limited or failed recruitment potential and increased larval 
mortality. 

Coral reproduction and recruitment are far more sensitive to changes in water quality 
than adult corals (Fabricius 2005). Accumulation of sediments can be a cause of 
mortality in coral recruits (Fabricius et al. 2003).  Settlement rates for coral larvae and 
reattachment rates for fragments are near-zero on sediment-covered surfaces (Fabricius 
2005). 

Rogers (1983) investigated the effects of sedimentation on several coral species 
documenting a single application of 200 mg/cm2 to colonies caused coral tissue death. 
Hodel and Vargas-Ángel (2007) noted degenerative histopathological changes in 
staghorn coral exposed to sedimentation rates of 200 mg/cm2, indicating sub-lethal 
damage to the coral and compromised health.  Riegl and Branch (1995), documented 
sedimentation rates greater than 100 mg/cm2 can kill exposed coral tissue within a period 
of a few days. Sedimentation levels less than 100 mg/cm2 reduce photosynthetic yields in 
corals (Philipp and Fabricius, 2003), and the removal of settled particles by coral polyps 
increases metabolic costs (Telesnicki and Goldberg, 1995).  

In coral colonies, sedimentation stress increases linearly with the duration and amount of 
sedimentation: for example, a given amount of sediment deposited on the coral for one 
time unit exerts the same measurable photophysiological stress as twice the amount 
deposited for half the time (Philipp and Fabricius, 2003). Coral damage appears to not 
only depend on the amount and duration of sedimentation, but also strongly depends on 
the sediment type. Tissue damage under a layer of sediment increases with increasing 
organic content and bacterial activity and with decreasing grain sizes (Hodgson, 1990;  

To monitor, preserve and protect the coral reef ecosystem of South Florida through
 
research, education and public awareness
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Palm Beach County 

REEF RESCUE 

Weber et al., 2004). Low-level sedimentation (12 mg/cm2) when combined with 
exopolymer particles (possibly polysaccharides exuded by bacteria) kills newly settled 
coral recruits. These and similar data demonstrate the critical interactions between 
sediment quality and quantity on coral damage (Fabricius and Wolanski, 2000). They 
also show that short exposure to sediments (a few days) can cause long-term effects in 
populations, by removing cohorts of young corals and thus retarding reef recovery after a 
disturbance. 

Rogers (1979) simulated sediment shading in a 20 square meter area of reef. Three weeks 
after shading was initiated, most colonies of staghorn coral were bleached.  Shading was 
terminated after 5 weeks.  After six weeks, the growth tips of the staghorn coral were 
deteriorating or had been grazed away.  A few branches recovered; most were dead and 
covered with algae. After seven weeks, there were more algae on the branches and  
further disintegration of branch tips. 

Light affects both reproduction and recruitment, as coral fecundity decreases in low-light 
conditions, and coral larvae use light quantity and quality to choose their settlement site. 

At low light levels, corals preferentially settle on upper surfaces, where the risk of 
sedimentation damage is high, rather than on vertical of downward facing surfaces 
(Birkeland et al., 1981). At highly turbid conditions, coral recruits may undergo reverse 
metamorphosis, indicating conditions are unsuitable for continued development and 
growth (Te, 1992). 

Sedimentation strongly inhibits successful coral reproduction, especially coral settlement 
and recruit and juvenile survival. Sedimentation mortality thresholds for coral recruits are 
an order of magnitude lower than those for larger colonies (loads of tens rather than 
hundreds of mg/cm2; Fabricius et al., 2003). Few coral larvae settle on sediment covered 
surfaces, and survival on such surfaces is minimal. 

Local divers have been observing ever-increasing accumulations of sediment on offshore 
coral reefs resulting from past coastal construction projects. At many sites the sediment 
accumulations have obscured resident crustose coralline algae (CCA) populations. Larval 
corals preferentially colonized CCA sites. Successful coral recruitment involves specific 
cues that connect planktonic larvae with CCA during settlement (Doropoulos et al 2012). 

How does the ACOE intend to monitor potential regional large-scale sediment 
degradation to the Acropora critical habitat substrate as it relates to larval coral 
recruitment and survival? 

To monitor, preserve and protect the coral reef ecosystem of South Florida through 
research, education and public awareness 
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Palm Beach County 

REEF RESCUE 

How will the turbidity monitoring protocol employed to protect the surrounding 
Acropora critical habitat from immediate and long-term post-project impacts 
ensure there will be no loss or negative impact to the federally protected critical 
habitat substrate?  

Will there be penalties for permit turbidity violations? 

What methodology will be employed to assess sediment accumulation during and 
after project construction as it relates to protecting substrate to ensure successful 
larval coral settlement and survival? 

What sediment accumulation value will be considered as protective to the reef 
substrate to ensure future successful coral recruitment and larval survival?  

Impacts from the proposed project on coral spawning, larval settlement and recruit 
survival have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIS. 

The Draft EIS fails to take into consideration the chemical nature of the suspended solids 
impacting the receiving environment during excavation of sediments within the port. 
Results of sediment analysis published by the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (Florida coastal sediment contaminants atlas a summary of coastal sediment 
quality surveys, 1994) found both metal and organic contamination are ubiquitous in 
intracoastal sediments (http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF00099283/00001/2x) 

Ports, marinas and boatyards are notorious for containing contaminated sediments, 
including Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH’s), organic contaminants, heavy 
metals and most notably tributyltin (TBT).  TBT, a component of marine antifouling 
paints, is toxic to aquatic organisms such as mussels, clams, and oysters. At low levels, 
TBT can cause structural changes and growth retardation.  TBT binds strongly to 
suspended particles such as minute organic material or inorganic sediments, it is well 
documented that TBT persists in marina/boatyard sediments. Liberation and suspension 
of entombed TBT and other hazardous material can have a devastating impact on 
invertebrate reproduction. 

In addition to the above listed shipyard related contaminants, there is a high likelihood 
agricultural and urban runoff pollutants may be present in sediments within the proposed 
port expansion footprint. The Port Everglades receives runoff from the Everglades 
Agricultural Area (EAA). Contaminates present in EAA sediments can include arsenic, 
pesticides, herbicides, DDT and its degradation products. The South Florida Water 
Management District, Ambient Pesticide Monitoring Network Technical Publication 105  

To monitor, preserve and protect the coral reef ecosystem of South Florida through 
research, education and public awareness 
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Palm Beach County 

REEF RESCUE 

(October 2009) lists the following 21 most frequently detected pesticides, herbicides, 
Aroclors and degradation products found in EAA drainage sediments: aldrin, alpha 
endosulfan, ametryn, atrazine, bromacil, beta endosulfan, chlordane, dicofol, dieldrin, 
diquat, diuron, p,p’-DDD p,p’-DDE, p,p’-DDT, endosulfan sulfate, ethion, norflurazon, 
PCB-1016, PCB-1242, PCB-1254, PCB-1260. 
(http://my.sfwmd.gov/portal/page/portal/pg_grp_tech_pubs/PORTLET_tech_pubs/sfwmd 
_105.pdf, Table 7) 

What chemical and physical analysis of port sediments was performed/reviewed in 
preparation of the Draft EIS? 

What are the anticipated impacts from suspension of contaminated sediments, 
routes of exposure and long-term effects on the public health, flora and fauna 
during and post-project? 

Sincerely, 

Palm Beach County Reef Rescue, 

submitted by Ed Tichenor, Director
 
on behalf of Palm Beach County Reef Rescue 


To monitor, preserve and protect the coral reef ecosystem of South Florida through 
research, education and public awareness 
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South 
Florida 
Regional 
Planning 
Council 

August 13, 2013 

Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd. 
Jacksonville, FL 32207 

RE: 	 SFRPC#13-0602, Army Corps of Engineers FL# 2013-0626-6640C, Feasibility Study and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for navigation improvements to the Port Everglades Harbor 
in Broward County. 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

The Port Everglades Harbor Feasibility Study was initiated in 2001 with a primary purpose of 
investigating improvements to the Federal navigation project at Port Everglades. Proposed 
improvements focused on ways to 1) decrease costs associated with vessel delays from 
congestion, channel passing restrictions, and berth deficiencies through the year 2060; 2) decrease 
transportation costs through increasing economies of scale for cargo and petroleum vessels 
through the year 2060; 3) increase channel safety for maneuverability for existing vessels as well 
as larger next generation vessels requiring more channel depth to operate efficiently; and, 4) 
comply with USACE environmental operating principles. 

We reviewed the above-referenced Feasibility Study and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Port Everglades Harbor Channel Expansion Project and have the following comments: 

• 	 Port Everglades is a leading container port in Florida, among the most active cargo ports in 
the United States, and is the main seaport for petroleum products for South Florida. 
Additionally, the port is one of the three largest cruise ports in Florida; had an economic 
impact of nearly $26 billion of total business activity in 2012; and, generated $729 million in 
state and local taxes in 2012. 

• 	 The expansion projects at Port Everglades are expected to create 7,000 new jobs in South 
Florida and support 135,000 new jobs statewide. Today, Port Everglades impacts more than 
143,000 Florida jobs, including 10,000 jobs who work directly for companies that offer 
services to Port Everglades. 

• 	 In March 2011, the Broward County Board of County Commissioners unanimously approved 
the Port Everglades 20-Year Master/Vision Plan that includes market projections and plans 
for increased berth space to support next generation vessels that require more channel depth 
to operate efficiently. 

• 	 The project should be consistent with the goals and policies of the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection's Bureau of Beaches and Coastal Systems, as well as the Broward 
County's Comprehensive Master Development Plan and its corresponding land development 
regulations. It is important for the applicant to coordinate permits with all governments of 
jurisdiction. 

3440 Hollywood Boulevard, Suite 140, Hollywood, Florida 33021 

Broward (954) 985-4416, State (800) 985-4416 


Fax (954) 985-4417, e-mail sfadmin@sfrpc.com, website: www.sfrpc.com 
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• 	 The project should be closely coordinated with the Broward County's Port Everglades 
Authority, Broward County Department of Environmental Resource Management, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, and all other applicable agencies of jurisdiction. 

• 	 Staff recommends that, if the Project is authorized: 1) impacts to the natural systems be 
minimized to the greatest extent feasible and 2) the permit grantor determine the extent of 
sensitive marine life and submerged communities in the vicinity of the project and require 
protection and/or mitigation of disturbed habitat. This will assist in reducing the cumulative 
impacts to native plants and animals, wetlands and deep-water habitat and fisheries that the 
Goals and Policies of the Strategic Regional Policy Plan for South Florida (SRPP) seek to protect. 

• 	 The Goals and Policies of the SRPP, in particular those indicated below, should be observed 
when making decisions regarding this project: 

GOAL7 Protect, conserve, and enhance the Region's water resources. 

Policy 7.7 Require all inappropriate inputs into Natural Resources of Regional Significance to be 
eliminated through such means as redirection of offending outfalls, treatment 
improvements, or retrofitting options. 

GOAL16 Enhance and preserve natural system values of South Florida's shorelines, estuaries, 
benthic communities, fisheries, and associated habitats, including, but not limited to, 
Florida Bay, Biscayne Bay, tropical hardwood hammocks, and the coral reef tract. 

Policy 16.3 Enhance and preserve coastal, estuarine, and marine resources, including but not limited 
to, tropical hardwood hammocks, mangroves, seagrass and shellfish beds and coral 
habitats. 

Goal17 Maintain a competitive, diversified, and sustainable regional economy. 

Policy 17.4 Continue to seek and take advantage of global opportunities that increase diversification 
of the Region's economy. 

Policy 17.5 Support efforts to solidify the role of international trade in the Region, including South 
Florida's role in the Free Trade Area of the Americas. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you require further information, please contact me at 954
985-4416. 
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Cry of the Water 
P.O. Box 8143 
Coral Springs, FL 33065 
(954) 298-9737 
www.cryofthewater.com 
reefteam2@yahoo.com 

August 13, 2013 

Ms Terri Jordan –Sellers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Blvd, Jacksonville, FL 32207 
Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil 

Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

Cry of the water is a coral reef conservation group with members throu ghout Broward County, 
Florida and the United States. We were established by a grou p of professional scu ba divers.  We 
have been reviewing a nd conducting dives to document coral reef resources and the impa cts to 
the reefs from dredge and fill bea ch projects, inlet dredging, fiber optic ca bles, gas pipelines, and 
ocean tire disposal sites. Over the last 15 years we ha ve learned how important independent 
oversight of projects are.  Paid consulta nt a nd contra ctors too often fail to report the tru e extent 
of the resource in a nd arou nd the projects or the impacts to those resources during and after the 
projects.  We have work ed with other local dive groups to conduct this oversight that ha s led to 
the documentation of: 

•	 Miles of coral reef burial. 

•	 Hundreds of acres of reef covered and impacted by chronic long term silt, sediment and 
turbidity. 

•	 Dozen of water quality turbidity violations. 

•	 Mechanical damage from dredges and their anchors. 

•	 Cable drags that sweep across reefs dislodging corals and sponges. 

•	 Pipelines and cables were laid over coral cru shing and abrading them. 

•	 Contra ctor placing mitigation on hard bottom and not following many permit conditions. 

•	 Contractors working outside of designated areas. 

Because of our experience in conducting review and oversight of 15 years of past projects we are 
very skeptical of mu ch of what is in the draft EIS for Port Everglades.  It is for that reason that 
we a sk that this letter with our comment a nd qu estion be attached to the EIS a s part of the 
Official Record. 

Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement – Cry of the Water 

http://www.cryofthewater.com/
mailto:reefteam2@yahoo.com
mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
239



    

 

         
      

     
   

     
       

          
    

     
    

         

  

     
    

 

    
   

  

    
       

    
     

     

         
     

       
     

      
      

        
     

     

       
     

Acres of Direct Impacts to Coral Reef Habitat 

The Corps estimates that the direct impacts to coral reef habitat from the dredging of the 
shipping channel to be 15.17 acres.  This assu mption is flawed because the Corps states that the 
coral reefs will be directly impacted up to -57 ft. coral reef habitat deeper than -57 ft will only be 
impacted by sedimentation and turbidity.  A dredge is not a surgical instrument, rock and rubble 
will roll down the face of the reef.  This increased rubble will partial bury coral reef as it moves 
down the slope. These impacts will affect an additional 6.49 acres of reef habitat. This will bring 
the acres of direct impact of coral reef to over 21.5 acres. Coral reef communities in the channel 
would be directly impacted throu gh fractured reef framework. The production of rubble creates 
an unsuitable environment for coral growth. Sediment and rubble will continue to move down 
the slope.  These problems will become long term and chronic during future storm events that 
may further erode the fractured reef and this rubble will cause abrasion to the adjacent reef. 

Focus Group meeting with Corps July 24, 2013 

At the July 24 meeting the question of the discrepancy of direct impacts was discussed. The 
following is the question that was submitted and the answer from Terri Jordan-Sellers’s power 
point. 

QUESTION: There is a discrepancy of 6.11 acres between the ACOE’s and NMFS’s estimates 
of the acres of coral which will be impacted by the proposed expansion, how does the ACE 
account for this discrepancy? 

ANSWER: NOAA attributes this impact to be equal to impacts seen with grounding. However, a 
review of the Miami Harbor project from 1991 where the 3ed reef was cut did not show the types 
of impa cts that NOAA is stating will occur, and based on the a ctual after-dredge surveys 
conducted by Miami-DERM, USACE disagrees with NOAA’s assessment of these impacts. We 
Plan to add a short discu ssion about this concern to the final EIS. 

When we questioned Terri a bout this surveys she stated that there was video from 1993 to 
grou nd-truth these findings.  What Terri failed to mention and maybe failed to realize is that we 
had a major event in Miami-Dade County in 1992. Between the times the dredging had taken 
place in 1991 and the video was recorded in 1993, Hurricane Andrew made a direct hit on 
Miami.  Hurricane Andrew drastically changed the underwater landscapes, even as far away as 
Broward County. On Broward reefs we saw large volumes of sand and rubble moved around. 
We saw 200 ft. freighters, sunk as artificial reefs, in over 100 ft of water, ripped in half a nd 
relocated. For this reason we find it difficult to believe that any video shot in 1993 can ground 
truth all of the impacts from 1991 project, before the hurrica ne.  

Our question is: Can the Corps better ans wer why they do not believe that the rubble will 
not roll down the slop face of the reef, below -57 ft. further impacting more acres? 

Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement – Cry of the Water 
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Additional direct impacts if a cutterhead dredge is selected 

Additional direct impacts to reefs to the north a nd south of the cha nnel would be caused by 
anchoring and mooring of the cutterhead dredge.  The Corps estimates an additional 17.13 acres 
of reef impa ct from the mooring process. The pla cement of large a nchors a nd mooring is not an 
exact science. If you add the impacts of tidal changes, cross currents, and margin of error in 
placement and cable drags the possibility of impacts from these mooring may be much higher.  A 
good example of this would be when a professional contractor that condu cted Geo-Tec boring 
for the proposed na tural gas pipeline a nd caused unplanned anchor da mage while drilling only a 
few holes just south of the Port Everglades. The risk for human error and unforeseen anchor 
impacts is very high if cutterhead dredge is to be used and the risk will be compounded by the 
high nu mber of mooring pla cements. 

We are also troubled that after all these years of planning and the millions of dollars that has 
been spent on the Feasibility Study that the Corps is still unable to determine the type of 
equipment a nd methodologies that will be used for the dredging process.  It is said that they do 
not know if they will use a cutterhead dredge, dynamite and use a clamshell dredge or if they 
will use dyna mite and su ction head dredge. It is impossible to estimate the true impacts to this 
project or esta blish a monitoring plan to document the impacts without k nowing the 
methodology to be u sed to conduct the work. We believe that a fter all these years of pla nning 
this is no accident on the Corps part.  Not having these details in the EIS makes it ea sier for the 
Corps to be vagu e about construction a nd mitigation cost of this project. 

Our question is: Why more of these details have not been put into the EIS? 

As we have seen is past projects there is always the potential for additiona l mechanical impacts 
from ship, workboat grounding and cable drags from contractors straying outside of the work 
area. There is also the potential risk to other reefs from vessels going to and from the disposal 
site.  Grounding, cable drags, and leaking disposal material during transport has been seen in past 
projects su ch a s the Boynton Beach Inlet dredging, Hillsboro Inlet, and Miami Port project. 
Often times Special Conditions are set for transportation corridors, however contra ctors often 
like to cut corners and not follow Special Conditions.  As we ha ve been told in past projects 
special GPS devices will be placed on work vessels and dredges to track their movements.  In the 
past we have seen, the downloads from these devices are coded and sometime unable to be rea d 
by even the regulatory agencies as in the Deerfield beach dredge and fill project and the Broward 
County Segment III dredge and fill project. (Contact Martin Seeling for more information on this 
matter) 

Our question is: What will be done to insure that the public and regulatory agencies will be 
able to conduct oversight of the movement of all work vessels? Will the GIS information be 
decoded to useable GPS numbers? 
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In the pa st when I requ ested this information, I received countless pages of numbers that were 
useless for us and the regulatory agencies. 

Our question is: Will there be penalties and fines if the contractor tries to play this game 
again to hide there noncompliance with permit conditions? 

Indirect Impacts to Cor al Reef Habitat 

The draft EIS describes indirect impacts to 130.37 acres of coral and hardbottom habitat 150 
meters around the channel. The army Corps does not describe how this estimate was developed 
nor the severity of the impacts expected. 

Our questio n is: Please describe how the USACE estimate was developed for the 130.37 
acres of indirect impact and the severity of the impacts that are expected? 

As we ha ve seen with other dredging projects the turbidity plu me can travel for miles depending 
on current and weather conditions. This may be especially true in a place like Port Everglades 
that has a huge tidal influence.  As we ha ve seen with our decades of diving out of Port 
Everglades, large plumes of green water can at times move out of the Port on an outgoing tide. 
We have seen these plums move north with the current past Sunrise Blvd. where many of our 
artificial reefs are located.  On occa sion we were able to outrun these plumes with our boat, 
arriving at the wrecks with over 100 ft. of blue water visibility. Sometimes before we can 
complete the dive, the green water moves north a nd directly redu ced visibility to 10 ft or less. 

Our questio n is: What will happen if the turbidity plumbs from this project are picked up 
on these outgoing tides and transported to the reefs miles to the north? 

Our question is: Ho w will a monitoring Plan be established to capture these events? 

Our question is: Ho w many days will this dredging process go on?  

Our question is: What will be the long term impact to the reefs from these chronic silt, 
sediment and turbidity events? 

Our questions are: 

Ho w far will the turbidity monitoring be required from the project area?
 
Ho w far from the project area will the sedimentatio n monitoring be conducted?
 
How does the Army Corps justify this short distance for sedimentation monitoring?
 

After reviewing the monitoring pla n, it would appear that sediment monitoring will only tak e 
place within about 30 meter of the channel. Are we reading this correctly? This must be a 
mistake. 
This is particularly troubling since Terri stated that the mixing zone for turbidity would be 1,500 
meters from the work area. Terri stated that this was a new Florida State law that the mixing 
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zone had been changes from 150 meters to 1,500 meters. If this is the case sediment monitoring 
should be extended to include the area within the 1,500 meter mixing zone. 

We are also concerned by the methodology of the use of the sedimentation blocks. We believe 
that the blocks that will be painted with anti-fouling paint will be sweep clean by tidal influences 
since they are so close to the inlet. The sediments will most proba bly settle onto nearby reefs a s 
they are deposited by the outgoing tides. The monitoring pla n seems to fail to incorporate 
additional monitoring stations to capture these events. Additional monitoring stations mu st be 
added. 

Another problem with the sedimentation monitoring plan is that it allows for 1.5 mm per da y of 
sediment but only requires monitoring once a week. This would allow for as much as 10 mm of 
sediment to be laid down in a single da y and still be in compliance. The adjacent reef could be 
completely silted out a nd buried before monitoring took place. Also a ccording to this plan such 
an event would not stop work but only require that the dredge move 400 ft. This plan would 
allow work to contain while depositing an unlimited amount of silt and sediment onto the 
adjacent reefs. 

Not only must a dditional sedimentation stations be established on the adjacent reefs but also 
biological monitoring stations. Because the biological monitoring stations in the plan are within 
30 meters of the channel they too may be swept clean by tidal influence. Again the material that 
is sweep away by the outgoing tide, will not just disappear it will settle out of the water column 
as it moves away from the cha nnel. The biological monitoring pla n appears to be grossly 
inadequate to document these impacts to the adjacent reefs.  Potentially this pla n could report no 
negative impacts at the currently proposed biological monitoring stations, while adjacent reefs 
are being buried and smoother. As we ha ve seen with pa st projects, if the monitoring plan does 
not extend far enou gh from the work area to ca pture impacts the responsible party will deny that 
the silt and sediment that buries the adjacent reef came from their project.  This was a problem 
with Broward County Segment III beach project, where we asked that transects be established 
further off shore to docu ment potential impa cts.  Unfortunately, that was not done, so the true 
extent of the da ma ge in Segment III wa s never recorded.  It is stated in ma ny reports, that 
impacts were seen beyond the transects. A huge amount of silt and sediment will be generated 
from this project. A mu ch more robu st monitoring plan mu st be put in place to capture the 
impacts this material will have on the adjacent reefs. Also fines that settle between the reef tract 
will be re-suspended in storm events with may lead to long term chronic silt sediment a nd 
turbidity problems. 

Our questions is: Could the Army Corps and other regulatory agencies put more stringent 
mixing zone rules in place because of the proximity of this project to some of the States best 
coral reef resources? 
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We do not agree that sedimentation and turbidity impacts would be limited to this 150 meter 
zone.  Chronic high levels of sedimentation and turbidity can be as damaging to coral reefs as 
acute stress (Rogers, 1979). 

Sedimentation strongly inhibits successful coral reproduction, especially coral settlement and 
recruit and juvenile survival. Sedimentation mortality thresholds for coral recruits are an order of 
magnitude lower tha n those for larger colonies (loa ds of tens rather than hundreds of mg/cm2; 
(Fabricius et al., 2003). Few coral larvae settle on sediment covered surfaces, and survival on 
such surfaces is minimal. 

Light affects both reproduction and recruitment, as coral fecundity decreases in low-light 
conditions, and coral larvae use light quantity and quality to choose their settlement site. At low 
light levels, corals preferentially settle on upper surfaces, where the risk of sedimentation 
dama ge is high, rather tha n on vertical of downward fa cing surfaces (Birkeland et al., 1981). At 
highly turbid conditions, coral recruits may undergo reverse metamorphosis, indicating 
conditions are unsuitable for continued development and growth (Te, 1992). 

We demand that a more conservative turbidity standard is warranted for Port Everglades. The 
harbor dredging project in Key West received a 15 NTU standard instead of the 29 NTU 
standard that is required by the State of Florida. This Florida Standard was established for all 
State waters and not meant for coral reef ha bitat, which is mu ch more sensitive. 

Our question is: Why did the Keys receive a 15 NTU standard and the Port Everglades 
project received a 29 NTU standard? 

Just because the corals in the Keys are in a National Marine Sanctuary does that make our corals 
any less valua ble or a ble to su stain higher turbidity levels? 

Our questions are: If the 1,500 meter mixing zone is incorporated in this project how many 
acres of reef will fall within that 1,500 meter mixing zone? 

How many of those acres will be monitored for silt, sediment and turbidity? 

It appears that only reef within 30 meters of the channel will be monitored for sediment. 

Our question is: Are we to presume that turbidity monitoring will only take place at the 
edge of the 1,500 meter mixing zone? 

These questions are of particular concern because as we have seen with past projects when the 
silt settles onto the corals and accumulates it causes lesions that open these corals up to a host of 
pathogens that lead to diseases. This is much like a person getting a cut on their skin, allowing 
infection in. Often times these disease spread cau sing loss of tissue and sometimes the mortality 
of the entire colony. 
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Our question is: What biological monitoring will be done to the adjace nt reefs to document 
these impacts? 

Our questio n is: How many biological monitoring sites will be established? How far away 
from the work area will the biological monitoring sites be? Will they be monitored pre, 
during and post constr uction? Will a baseline be establishe d before the work is to start? 

Our question is: Has the Army Corps loo ked at the cumulative impacts of silt and sediment 
that has been put into the system from past dredging projects in the area, such as Broward 
County Segment III, inlet maintenance dredging and the currently proposed Segment II 
750,000 cu yd truck haul project by Broward County, the 150,000 cu yd Army Corps beach 
project in Segment II and the current fine (Florida Inlet Navigation project) to dredge and 
deepen the Intracoastal Water way and Dania Cut Off cannel? 

Corals 

We have seen the reefs that we have learned to dive on buried a nd smothered with past Broward 
County dredge and fill projects.  We have seen harmful algae blooms and bleaching events kill 
corals. Climate change a nd the rise in CO2 levels are having a devastating effect on corals not 
only from thermal stress, caused by the rise in sea surface temperatures but also ocean 
acidification which is affecting corals ability to ecrate calcium carbonate from the water. This is 
happening not only here, but on reefs world wide. Here in South Florida these effects are 
compounded by the decline in water quality from urba n runoff, dumping of polluted water from 
the agreaculture area and Lake Okeechobee.  This combined with the chronic silt, sediment and 
turbidity from all these projects have created a lethal cocktail for our reefs and estuaries.  These 
impacts have caused a number of corals to be listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 
Two Acropora species have been listed as Threatened and are currently proposed to be elevated 
to Endangered. 

A number of other species are currently proposed to be added to the Threatened ESA list. 
Acropora cervicornis that is proposed for elevation to Endangered ha s not been docu mented in 
the dredge area but has been documented within 150 meter of the channel (Gilliam and Walker 
2011). 4 of the proposed corals for threatened ESA listing Agarica lamarcki, Dichocoenia 
stokesii, Montastraea annularis and Mycetophyllia ferox have been docu mented in the project 
area.  To protect these endangered species  Broward County has been Designated Critical Habitat 
(DCH).  The Army Corps states that 15.17 acres of this Critical Habitat is within the dredge area. 
NOAA has calculated this to be 22 acres of essential Critical Habitat in the dredge area. The 
Army Corps does not discuss the potential impacts to Critical Habitat outside of the dredge area 
but calculations put the potential impact to essential DCH at 118 acres within the 150 meter of 
the dredge area. As we discussed earlier we do not believe that the 150 meter area realistic. 
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Acropora cervicornis was just starting to make a recovery in the south of Port Everglades from 
past dredge and fill projects. Unfortunately we documented many of these colonies being buried 
and smothered by the Segment III 2005-2006 dredge a nd fill project. We are afraid that the 
impacts from a dditional silt and sediment from this Port project will destroy many of the 
cervicornis colonies to the north.  This area is of particular concern to us because from Port 
Everglades to Lauderdale-by-the-Sea ha s never had a dredge and fill project a nd still contain 
some of the best nearshore coral reef resources.  We believe that this is due to the fact that large 
amou nts of harmful silt and sediment have not been introdu ced to these reefs. It is time we 
learned from past mistakes and stop the whole sale destru ction of our coral resources. 
Compensatory mitigation for the burial of the lost corals in Segment III has still not taken place. 

Our question is: Why has the additional mitigation for Segment III not taken place? 

Compensatory Mitigation for Coral Reef Impacts 

As we have seen with past projects compensatory mitigation seldom if ever is an adequate 
replacement for natural habitats. 

•	 As seen in a report by Miller et al. (2009) that documents an overall lack of similarity 
between the benthic species at natural and artificial reefs. 

•	 In a report by Gilliam (2012) it concludes the length of time boulder reefs require to 
mitigate lost reef resources in southeast Florida exceeds the age of the oldest boulder reef 
examined in the stu dy (17 years). 

•	 Kilfoyle et al. (2013) shows nearshore natural and artificial hardbottom habitats have 
dissimilar usage by the early life stages of species managed under the fishery 
management plan for snappers and groupers with significantly higher abundances 
occurring on natural nearshore hardbottoms compared to artificial habitat. 

•	 Boulders (even with tra nspla nted corals) will never have the same service of natural coral 
reef. 

•	 USACE is trying to get double credit for transplantation – both as a minimization 
measure and as a compensatory action – this is not allowed under the USACE and 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Mitigation Rule in 2008. 

•	 All corals greater than 5 cm in size should be moved from the project impact area as 
minimization not only the corals that are greater then 10 cm proposed in the Draft EIS. 
The EIS only describes moving 12% of the corals. 

In this case compensatory mitigation proposes to move corals away from the inlet and seagrass 
mitigation proposes to move seagrass mitigation 3 miles from current location being mitigated 
for.  This will result in a loss of conductivity between these ha bitats. They form an enchanted 
braid of life and a food web that supports different life cycles that are a vital part of our fisheries. 
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The loss of the conductivity between these ha bitats will have a casca ding impact on our fisheries. 
This problem is compounded by past loses of vital EFH up and down the coast.  The problem is 
becoming worse every day from the discharge of water from Lake Okeechobee and the 
Everglades, which is currently destroying Essential Fish Habitat and estuaries. We question the 
wisdom of the Corps to be willing to dynamite the reef, destroy seagrass and mangrove at a time 
when our Essential Fish Habitat of Particial Concern and juvenile fish habitats are under siege. 

Our questions are: 

•	 When do we reach the tipping point that leads to a collapse of our fisheries? 

•	 Will the FEIS better address the loss of EFH up and do wn the coast to look at
 
cumulative impacts?
 

•	 If the Federal government currently has an extra $180 million to put into WRDA,
 
wouldn’t that money not be better spent for the Corps to fix the dike around Lake
 
Okeechobee and increase the storage capacity, to decrease the billions of gallons of
 
water that is being put to tide each day destroying our Essential Fish Habitats?
 

Far too little is known a bout the intricate relationship of the orga nisms that make up the coral 
reef habitat for us to ever hope to replace the natural reef with man made mitigation. No matter 
how much money we spend. 

As we have seen in the past, compensatory mitigation is never adequate replacement for coral 
reefs. Also as we saw with the Broward Segment III beach project, if additional unplanned 
impacts occur, additional compensatory mitigation is not built.  Although it is promised as a 
condition for getting a permit approved. 

At the public meeting for Port Everglades we raised this issue with Terri Jordan and ask ed why 7 
years after the Segment III reef buria l, additional compensatory mitigation for Segment III has 
not been built. We had seen a report by State Biologist Vladimir Kosmynin, which documented 
over 60 acres of additional reef burial, had taken place.  Terri stated that she heard that the State 
was not going to require any additional mitigation; we ask ed how this could be in light of Dr. 
Kosmynin’s report and surveys that had been condu cted after the project.  I was surprised and 
told her that I thought the truth was su pposed to have a part in the regulatory process. I was 
shock ed when Terri responded “not if people want to keep their jobs”.  After this statement we 
have little faith in any claims that T erri has about this or any other project. 

Our questions are: 

1.	 If the State is not requiring additional Compensatory mitigation for Segment III
 
does the Corps Regulatory branch have the authority to do so?
 

2.	 If the Corps does have the authority to do so, why have they not asked for additional
 
mitigation 7 years after the project?
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Seagrass 

•	 Army Corps of Engineers seagrass assessment does not integrate multiple surveys – they
 
take a snapshot in time approach.
 

•	 A cumulative cover approach is supported by the best available science and application 

of that approach more than doubles the impact.
 

•	 Army Corps of Engineers functional assessment (UMAN) scores for sea grass habitat is
 
unusually low (1 or 2 out of 10) and dose not reflect agency input.
 

•	 The mitigation sites are located over 3 miles away and there is not much intermediate
 
habitat for fish to use for shelter while trying to get back and forth to the coral reef
 
habitats.
 

Mangroves 

The Fa cts and Information hand out that was provided at the Army Corps Port Everglades Pu blic 
meeting states the loss of 1.16 acres of mangroves (a reduction of up to 9 8% impa cts ba sed on 
initial plans) includes the creation of seagra ss and ma ngrove habitats in partnership with the 
Broward County Park s Department’s. This is very deceptive since the port master plan still ca lls 
for the removal of over 8.5 acres of mangroves from the Conservation Easement that was 
established as mitigation for the last Port Expansion project.  This is being done to increase the 
size of the new turning notch. This portion of the project and its mitigation has been removed 
from this Draft EIS and the Cost Benefit Analysis. However, over 8.5 acres of mangroves are 
proposed to be dredged by the Port and the EIS then describes further deepening this area. The 
ACOE should not get avoidance credits for this. 

Our question is: Why was the destruction of the mangroves in the Conservation Easement 
and their mitigation removed from the EIS and the Federal Cost Share of the project? 

We believe that it was done to reduce the mitigation cost in the Federal project in an effort to 
make the nu mbers work in the Cost Benefit Analysis. We also believe that this is the reason that 
the Army Corps of Engineers is denying the severity of impacts to hardbottom and reef resources 
in the channel below the -57 ft. depth. 

Our question is: Is it true that the Corps is denying the severity of impacts to hardbottom, 
reef resources, mangroves and seagrasses in an attempt to lessen the mitigation cost in 
order to make the Cost Benefit Analysis feasible? 

It appears that the Corps has chosen to not use best available science and not look at the 
cumulative impacts at, and around Port Everglades. Walker et al. (2012) published a peer-
reviewed paper that estimates Port Everglades ha s historically dredged 58.5 acres of hardbottom 
and buried 178 acres of Outer Reef due to the improper du mping of spoil material.  This equates 
to over 6 million corals. This is not included in the Draft EIS and should be. 
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Summar y 

It would appear that the Port Everglades EIS does not use best available science when evaluating 
impacts and calculating the amount of needed mitigation.  We have to ask why Broward County 
and the Army Corps have chosen to remove the destruction of the 8.5 acres of mangroves and 
their mitigation for the EIS. We find it hard to believe that the County is wishing to pay for this 
on their own out of the goodness of their hearts.  Which brings us to our next recommendation 
that if the Cou nty really believes that the destruction of the reefs is justifiable for the Cost 
Benefits let them pay for destru ction of the reef and its mitigation too. 

We also have many questions about the need for this project and if there will be enough Post-
Pan/Max traffic to Port Everglades to justify the environmental and financial cost of this project. 
The Port of Miami is currently being deepened to accept these ships and do we really need 2 
deep water ports within 40 miles from each other.  The fact that we are at the end of a peninsula 
in South Florida logistically makes us a poor location for over land transport of goods going to 
other parts of the nation.  It would be far cheaper for shipper to unload Post Pan/Max cargo at 
more northern, centrally located ports. 

In a Socioeconomic study the reefs, Broward County generate $2.1 billion a year in reef related 
expenditures, inclu ding fishing, diving, and tourism and created 36,000 jobs (Hazen and Sawyer 
2001).  Many of us in South Florida depend on the coral reefs not only for our livelihood but also 
recreation a nd enjoyment. Special interest should not be allowed to destroy these national 
treasures while asking the federal government and taxpayers to pay for their destruction. If the 
federal government and the politicians can find a n additional $180 million to add to the WRDA 
bill, that money should be spent to repair the dik e arou nd Lak e O and the dik e around the 
Conservation Areas which are in danger of collapse.  See Army Corps studies.  If those dikes 
collapse during a hurricane or storm event it will cut a path of death and destruction that will 
make New Orleans and Katrina look like a minor event. The federal agencies have an obligation 
to look out for the well being a nd sa fety of the people of South Florida not just the special 
interests. 

It is time we took a common sense approa ch to marine resource mana gement in Southeast 
Florida. 

We look forward to your timely response. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Clark 

Cry of the Water 
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Julie Berry
 
2505 N.E. 7th Place
 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33304
 
954.562.3270
 

August 12, 2013 

Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers 
Project Director 
United States Arm y Corps of Engineers (USACOE) 

Re: Deepening and widening proj ect at Port Everglades 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sell ers, 

This letter is written in support of the deepening and widening proj ect at Port Evergl ades. I am a 
resident of Fort Lauderdal e. I was born at Broward General Hospital and rai sed in the area just 
north of the airport and Port Evergl ades. I have a son who was born here and attends school. I 
am deeply concerned about our community and the environm ent. I am also deepl y concerned 
about the econom ic future of Broward County and out resid ents. 

Port Everglades has been an im portant “corporation” for Broward County. Expansi on is needed 
and we do not want to lose the j obs and econom ic impact to the area by sending the expansion 
business to another area. The business will go som ewhere, it will not disappear. The efforts our 
leadership on all levels has taken to m inimize the effect of this expansi on on the environm ent is 
im pressive. As a diver and m arine life enthusi ast, this was a concern to m e. W hen I attended 
m eetings and heard the steps which have been taken to reduce the im pact, I was am azed. 

As hom e to one of the world’s leading coral research facilities at Nova Sout heast ern University 
at the entrance to Port Everglades, we are in a p osition to be l eaders in artificial or cloned reef 
placem ent and in potentially restoring historic grounding sites using coral transpl ants. W ith this 
and other progressi ve proj ects through Nova and other partners, we have the opportunity to set 
an exam ple for a national standard of excell ence for Port expansi on. Another positive 
environm ental im pact includes the fact that Port Evergl ades provides the sh ort est, straightest 
entrance channel on the Southeast U.S. Atlantic coast, which saves ships fuel costs and tim e. 

Our area does n ot attract a large num ber industrial distribution and corporat e com panies 
therefore we rel y on our unique resources to provide jobs for our comm unity. Broward County 
depends on our unique positioning of the Port and the airport to attract m arine and cargo 
business. The ability to increase our cargo shipm ents will open up additional international 
rel ationships, which enhances the diversity of our community. Additionally, Fort 
Lauderdal e/Broward County has depended on its reputation as the ”Yachting Capital of the 

jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
240



            
           

            
          

                
              

            
               

           

             
             

             
            
          

            
     

          
 

  

 

 
   

    
 

 

 

W orld” with its deep channels and inlet which accomm odate large vessels and yachts. Yachting 
crews are attracted to the proxim ity of the am enities; hotels, rest aurants beach, activities, etc. 
The Port supports all of these businesses thorough its job base which keeps the area thriving 
and attracts the m arine businesses. The Port (and m arine relat ed industry - cruise, cargo, etc.) 
is heartbeat of Broward County. This is why our elected officials at the local, state and F ederal 
levels have all worked hard to push this initiative forward. It is critical for this project to m ake it 
into the authorizing legisl ati on for 2013. I have close fri ends who have experienced the im pact 
of the declining econom y through the loss of jobs, hom es, etc. Support of this project will result 
in an estim ated 7,000 new regional jobs and 135,000 jobs statewide, at full operation. 

Please know that as a native who grew up here, we knew an airport where we had to wait for a 
train and walk out on the tarm ac, we went to a drive-in theatre on (now) Port property, we rode 
horses on the west side of the airport, etc.so was very concerned about any egregious im pact 
on this area. After learning so m uch of what has been done to enhance our area, and gaining 
respect for the l eaders working on this initiative to insure minim al environm ental im pact and 
m axim um econom ic relief to the comm unity, I am in full support of the deepening and widening 
of Port Everglades. 

I respectfully request that you provide support for the deepening and widening of Port 
Evergl ades. 

Thank you. 

Respectfully, 

Julie Berry 
2505 N.E. 7th Place 
Fort Lauderdal e, FL. 33304 

954.562.3270 



Cl iff Berry, Incorporated 

Environmental Serv i ces 
CBI 

Terri Jordan-Sellers 

US Army Corps of Engineers 

701 San Marco Blvd 

Jacksonville , FL 32207 


RE: USACOE Port Everglades Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Sellers ; 

I write you today in support of the referenced study ; knowing full well the strategic importance a 
deeper channel and berthing accommodations will have on our marine community . It is 
imperative that this study moves forward for Port Everglades to remain a viable alternative to 
accommodate the newer, larger generation of cargo ships that are expected to pass through the 
expanded Panama Canal in 2015 . There are numerous reasons for me to say this : 

• 	 Port Everglades is the gateway for International Trade and Cruise Vacations . It is one of 
the busiest cruise ports in the world and one of the Nation 's leading container ports . In 
addition , Port Everglades is the main seaport in the South east for receiving petroleum 
products , including gasoline , jet fuel and other alternative fuels . 

• 	 The Port currently supports over 11 ,700 direct jobs locally and a total of 201,000 jobs 
within the State of Florida , not to mention those associated jobs throughout the country. 
The total regional economic activity attributable to Port Everglades is over $15 .3 billion 
dollars. 

• 	 NOAA, the federal agency in charge of the oceans and its health , has proposed a 
reasonable , cost-effective , and scientifically credible mitigation alternative for the reef 
systems off the Broward County coastline. Accordingly, I recommend supporting the 
NOAA plan to grow and replace corals up and down the Broward County Coastline and 
to afford NOAA a leadership and responsibility role in mitigation design and restoration 
implementation . 

As a business owner that relies on the Port (as well as the Port Community) for a major portion 
of my company 's revenue strea m, I have followed this iss ue closely . That is why I feel it is so 
vitally important to the future of Port Everglades that the USACOE Port Everglades Feasibility 
Study and Envi ronmental Impact Statement be approved . 

Thank~ 

~~rry ~ 
President 

P.O . Bo x 13079 Port Everglades Station Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33316 (954) 763 3390 fa x (954) 763 8375 
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FLORIDA SEAPORTS 
CHARTING OUR FUTURE 

Florida Ports Council 
Caml\cral Port \uthoriiJ ·Port ( 'itnr\ ·Port En~rgladcs ·Port of Fernandina· l'ort of l·ort Pierce· .larh...,ornille Port \uthority · 

Port of Kel \\'est· \lanatC'C ( ounh Port \uthorin. · Port\liami · Port of Palm Beach· Pan.ama Cih· l)ort \uthorit) · Port of Pensat·ola · 
. Port St. .lor Port \~thorit~ · Port of St. l'ctcrsburg ·Tampa Port \uihorit~ 

Doug\\ heeler, !'resident and CEO 

August 9, 2013 

Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
701 San Marco Boulevard 
Jacksonville, Florida 32207 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers: 

I am writing to you in support of the channel deepening and widening at Port Everglades, located in 
Broward County, Florida. First, please allow me to thank you for providing an opportunity for the 
business community to participate in the recent U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) public meeting on 
the Draft Feasibility Study/Environmental Impact Statement (FS/EIS). We understand there was a large 
turnout with strong support from an overwhelming majority of participants. Businesses count on the 
$26 billion in annual economic activity generated by Port Everglades, which benefits all Broward County 
and South Florida residents as well. 

Next, the Council would like to urge you to issue the Chief of Engineer's Report as quickly as possible to 
position Port Everglades favorably for project authorization in the Water Resources Development Act 
(WRDA) bill, which is currently scheduled to be marked up in September. With its unreliable history of 
passing, it becomes even more important to take advantage of the potential for the bill to pass this year. 

Port Everglades continues to be a strong regional and state-wide economic engine, generating 
thousands of well-paying jobs, including almost 1,500 permanent positions for the deepening and 
widening project alone. Locally, Port Everglades supports 11,700 direct jobs and a total of 201,000 jobs 
statewide. Together, the deepening project, the turning notch extension, and the intermodal rail facility 
on the port are projected to create 7,000 new jobs regionally and support 135,000 new jobs statewide 
over the next 15 years . That's a total of 143,000 jobs! 

The size of the world's container fleet is growing. Forty-three percent of container vessels on 
order today are in excess of 8,000 TEUs. Compare this to the current fleet composition: only 
about 7 percent of the current world container fleet is in excess of 8,000 TEUs. Therefore, in the 
near future, the size of container ships will require a 47-50 ft. shipping channel. These projects at 
Port Everglades will allow them to continue to meet the needs of a global shipping industry focused on 
larger capacity vessels . 

5021.ast .kiT~Nlll Str.:.:t. l,!llahass~.:. !lorida 32301 ·Phon.:: (X50) 222-X02X ·I a\: (X50) 222-7552 ·! ' mail: inl(la ll<tports.org 
"ww.flaports.org 
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Page 2 
August 9, 2013 
Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers 

Port Everglades can no longer wait. Completion of the final report by the end of this year, and project 
authorization by Congress is required before Port Everglades can compete for federal funding to move 
forward with this project. After nearly two decades of waiting, and over $10 million in increased costs 
for the Feasibility Study alone, the state of Florida needs your resolute commitment to the 
immediate issuance of the Chief's Report. 

Sincerely, 

Doug Wheeler, resident and CEO 
Florida Ports Council 

502 I ast .lel'll:rson \tree!. I allahassee. Florida 3230 I · Phone: (X 50) 222-X02X · hr\ : (X 50) 222-7552 · l .mai 1: inl(l 11 llapons.org 

WW\\ .flaports.org: 

http:llapons.org


Comments/ 

US Army Corps Questionsof Engineers. 
Jacksonville District See Privacy Act Statement 

on reverse side 

SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

DATE: July 23, 2013 
CKONE: 

OFFICIAL COMMENT 0 GENERAL QUESTION 
(Comment WILL be included in (Informational only. Comment WILL NOT 
the final report) be included in the final report) 

COMMENTS/QUESTIONS_______ 


I·

{) + t't-

NAME AND TITLE (PLEASE PRINT} 

MAILING ADDRESS 

~ ?@'vCJk?'#" 
CITY STATE ZIP CODE 
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Co111111ents/ 

US Army Corps Questionsof Engineers. 
Jacksonville District See Privacy Act Statement 

on reverse side 

SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

DATE: July 23, 2013 
KONE: 

OFFICIAL COMMENT 0 GENERAL QUESTION 
Comment WILL be included in (Informational only. Comment WILL NOT 
the final report) be included in the final report) 

COMMENTS/QUESTIONS_______ 

dc2 qc c o /V7; c! C! 4 ) Q t7'9,.P t~ 
VVJ~w/s d-J I"' 

NAME AND TITLE (PLEASE PRINT) ....)

t; ~I /{)6: 2 D ~/ A 
MAILING ADDREy>S < jr j _. /~~1vc!Prrt q PI 
CITY STATE ZIP CODE 
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Co111ments/ 
US Army Corps Questionsof Engineers. 
Jacksonville District See Privacy Act Statement 


on reverse side 


SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

DATE: July 23, 2013 
ECKONE: 

OFFICIAL COMMENT 0 GENERAL QUESTION 
(Comment WILL be included in (Informational only. Comment WILL NOT ~ the final report) be included in the final report) 

CrecifQ ·-Jobs 
8/\:&0 \Lif'Q_ r n ii.!lOfud

~ <:Cf$JJ10'-cJdft)?E 


~on C:,)f-cift I 
~w~ tkdrr RbJ-


NAME AND TITLE (PLEASE PRINT) 

:1)$ rJ c '2Jid PtACL 
MAILING ADDRESS 

: 
1 

~~~ 'Ben fL -~e./ 
' CITY STATE ZIP CODE 

qs-y --121· -~ct2 
PHONE NUMBER 
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Cornrnents/ 

US Army Corps Questionsof Engineers. 
Jacksonville District See Privacy Act Statement 

on reverse side 

SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

DATE: July 23, 2013 
C CKONE: 

OFFICIAL COMMENT 0 GENERAL QUESTION 
(Comment WILL be included in (Informational only. Comment WILL NOT 
the final report) be included in the final report) 

COMMENTS/QUESTIONS_______ 

I 

NAME AND TITLE (PLEASE PRINT) 

So\ N~ 1 a~~ f\\JCL_ 
MAILING ADDRESS 

~ ~'\ Lo-j ~LA-~ \ L J 7-:Jc \ 
CITY ZIP CODE 

PHO.NE NUMBER 

,~i¥).::,~1'-l ~0 GJXI ~~·X'- •'-,Q:-\ 
EMAIL ADDRESS 
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Co111111ents/ 

US Army Corps Questionsof Engineers. 
Jacksonville District See Privacy Act Statement 

on reverse side 

SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

DATE: July 23, 2013 
KONE: 

OFFICIAL COMMENT 
Comment WILL be included in 
the final report) 

0 GENERAL QUESTION 
(Informational only. Comment WILL NOT 
be included in the final report) 

COMMENTS/QUESTIONS_______ 
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• 
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Comments/mJ 
US Army Corps Questions 
of Engineers® See Privacy Act Statement 

Jacksonville District on reverse side 


SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

DATE: July 23, 2013 
CHECK ONE: 

1{ OFFICIAL COMMENT 0 GENERAL QUESTION 
(Comment WILL be included in (Informational only. Comment WILL NOT 

the final report) be included in the final report) 
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Comments/ 

US Army Corps Questionsof Engineers. 
Jacksonville District See Privacy Act Statement 


on reverse side 


SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

DATE: July 23, 2013 
I 

I ~~~~EICIAL COMMENT D GENERAL QUESTION 
(Comment WILL be included in (Informational only. Comment WILL NOT 

11 the final report) be included in the final report) 

I 
COMMENTS/QUESTIONS_______ 

\ 

I \Ze-,·tl th:ye. 
NAME AND TITLE (PLEASE P~INT) 

I Q.o.\J~ I7J0l-:j_ 
MAILING ADDRESS 

\Yo--\- CvtAV\ r1A-ej [L 
CITY STATE ZIP CODE 

9s-Y- ~& <0- B0 f)j 
PHONE NUMBER 

EMAIL ADDRESS 

jbeckwith
Typewritten Text

jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
249



Co111111ents/ 
US Army Corps Questionsof Engineers. 
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on reverse side 


SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

DATE: July 23, 2013 
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SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plat 
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the final report) be included in the final report) 
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Comments/ 
US Army Corps Questionsof Engineers. 
Jacksonville District See Privacy Act Statement 


on reverse side 


SUBJECT/EVENT: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

DATE: July 23, 2013 
, ~CKONE: 

~OFFICIAL COMMENT 0 GENERAL QUESTION 
1 

(Comment WILL be included in (Informational only. Comment WILL NOT 
1 the final report) be included in the final report) 
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Ms. Terri Jordan-Sellers 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District 

701 San Marco Blvd. 

Jacksonville, FL 32207-8175 

Sent via email to: Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil 

August 13, 2013 

Re: Port Everglades Harbor Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement- June 2013 

Dear Ms. Jordan-Sellers, 

1. 

2. 

We have reviewed the Subject documents and offer the following comments and concerns: 

The Feasibility Report’s Economic Appendix states that “with-project” construction is not 

expected to significantly change the number of vessels visiting Port Everglades. We request 

that the Corps’ permit restrict the level of future use (number of annual vessel calls) to those 

numbers detailed in Table 36, which has been inserted on page 2 of this letter. 

We understand that the local sponsor is responsible for the agreement with FDEP to remove 8.6 

acres of the current mangrove protected area west of the existing turning notch from the 

conservation easement in order to expand the turning notch- an action that is planned, but not 

yet permitted (draft EIS p.249- Present/Forseeable Actions). We will be following up with FDEP 

and the Port to learn more about this agreement that would result in enhancement of 16.5 

acres of upland/wetland habitat in exchange for release of the conservation easement and an 

unknown amount of mitigation for removing mangrove wetlands. We would not support any 

widening that would encroach on the existing conservation easement (beyond that portion of 

the easement which has been deeded to FDEP). 

1
 

mailto:Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil
jbeckwith
Text Box
Comment 1

jbeckwith
Text Box
Comment 2

jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
254



 
 

                                  

 
    

   

 

   

   

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

3.	 The mitigation report (Appendix E) explains the UMAM calculations for seagrass and mangrove 

impacts, then explains that “because mitigation construction has already been initiated, revised 

UMAM calculations during the upcoming Preconstruction Engineering and Design (PED) phase of 

the project will likely indicate that fewer functional units will be required. This is because the 

time lag factor (time to which mitigation reaches full function) in UMAM will be reduced or 

nearly eliminated by the time impacts occur.” We respectfully request that the amount of 

mitigation not be reduced, but be maintained at the levels detailed in this report (2.4 seagrass 

functional units [18.47 acres of seagrass creation/restoration] and 1 mangrove functional unit). 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.   

Sincerely, 

Katie Tripp, Ph.D.
 

Director of Science and Conservation
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Jason Evert 

From: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ <Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2013 11:41 AM 
To: 'RMUSSER@broward.org'; Jason Evert 
Subject: Fw: Support for Port Everglades Expansion Project 

Sent from my blackberry. 

From: Gina Alexis [mailto:gina@thealexisgroup.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2013 11:31 AM 
To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ 
Subject: Support for Port Everglades Expansion Project 

Dear Terri, 

Earlier this year I watched a program on the Discovery Channel about the dire need to expand the Panama Canal 
because “the world of commercial shipping is beginning to pass it by . . . the new super cargo ships are too long and too 
wide to fit through the canal . . . either the Panama Canal grows with the commercial shipping industry, or it will be left 
behind.” 
Likewise, the Port Everglades expansion project should not be delayed any further because it will permanently 
disadvantage our community in competing for global commerce. We’ve waited too long already.  
Industry at Port Everglades creates jobs – and when people are working, our economic mood changes and we all begin to 

engage in doing more business with one another.
	
Even though my business isn’t directly tied to the Port, the $26 billion in annual economic activity generated by the Port 

benefits all Broward residents.  

The time for research and analysis is over, it’s now time to take action to ensure that Port Everglades and Broward 

County become the model for commercial shipping!!
	
All the best, 

Gina Alexis 
President 
The Alexis Group Consultants, Inc. 
Technology & Life Science Communications
1835 E. Hallandale Beach Blvd., #125 
Hallandale Beach, FL 33009 
T:  954.456.2966 
E: Gina@TheAlexisGroup.com 
I: www.TheAlexisGroup.com/Life-Science-Marketing 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: 
This e-mail is intended solely for the person or entity to which it is addressed.  It may contain confidential and/or privileged information and is the property of The Alexis Group 
Consultants, Inc. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing or other use of this e-mail by persons or entities other than the addressee named above, is strictly prohibited.  If 
you received this e-mail in error, please call The Alexis Group at 954.456.2966 -- then delete this e-mail from all computers  Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
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U.S Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 

Subject: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

Date: July 28, 2013 

OFFICIAL COMMENT 

I am writing this comment in support of the Tentatively Selected Plan for the deepening and 
widening of the channels and basins of Port Everglades as described in the public meeting of July 23, 
2013 in the Broward County Convention Center. 

The ever increasing needs of the expanding population of Florida, South Florida in particular, has 
caused a desperate need for this project. The larger ships which will necessarily be calling on Port 
Everglades, especially after the Panama Canal expansion, will require deeper channels and more 
maneuvering room. This project will also provide a greater margin of safety and scheduling efficiency 
for the vessels that are already calling this port. This, in turn, will provide better protection for the 
sensitive ecosystems in South Florida. Additional environmental benefit comes from the ability to bring 
in more cargo on a single ship which will reduce the number of trucks required to bring in cargo from 
other ports. This is a tremendous reduction of carbon emissions on Florida's already congested 
highways. 

Economically, this project will keep Port Everglades viable and competitive in the global marine 
industry. Additionally, larger ships along with larger and more efficient port facilities translate into more 
jobs in our local community. 

James J. Ryan 
918 SW 20th Street 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33315 
(954) 523-3355 
pilot@jjryan.us 

jbeckwith
Typewritten Text
256

mailto:pilot@jjryan.us


U.S Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 

Subject: Port Everglades Tentatively Selected Plan 

Date: July 28, 2013 

OFFICIAL COMMENT 

I am writing this comment in support of the Tentatively Selected Plan for the deepening and 
widening of the channels and basins of Port Everglades as described in the public meeting of July 23, 
2013 in the Broward County Convention Center. 

The ever increasing needs of the expanding population of Florida, South Florida in particular, has 
caused a desperate need for this project. The larger ships which will necessarily be calling on Port 
Everglades, especially after the Panama Canal expansion, will require deeper channels and more 
maneuvering room. This project will also provide a greater margin of safety and scheduling efficiency 
for the vessels that are already calling this port. This, in turn, will provide better protection for the 
sensitive ecosystems in South Florida. Additional environmental benefit comes from the ability to bring 
in more cargo on a single ship which will reduce the number of trucks required to bring in cargo from 
other ports. This is a tremendous reduction of carbon emissions on Florida's already congested 
highways. 

Economically, this project will keep Port Everglades viable and competitive in the global marine 
industry. Additionally, larger ships along with larger and more efficient port facilities translate into more 
jobs in our local community. 

Melinda Ryan 
918 SW 20th Street 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33315 

(954) 523-3355 
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